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COBRBSPONDENCE BE H.B. 2319 and E.B. 31^69 


April 2, 1947. 


The Honorable James Forreatal, 
Secretarj of the Navy, 
Washington, D. C, 


My dear Mr. Secretary: 


You vlll recall, that on February 27th, in reply to an 
inquiry from me^, you wired that no orders had been issued 
to the members of the Naval Service to support the agree- 
ment made by yourself and the Secretary of War, relative 
to the pattern of merging the military forces of the 


In private conversation with Naval officers, I find that 
there is a general feeling of reluctance among them to 
apeak critically of the proposed plan. This feeling is 
so genuine that' they refuse to express themselves even 
in private conversation and certainly will not be critical 
in any testimony they might give to a Committee of the 
Congress on the question, 

I am sure tint you agree with me that any fundamental 
reorganization of our military establishment is of so 
grave importance that its implications should be explored 
andi considered thoroughly from all angles before a change 
.is made. ^ To the extent, that career officers of the 
military services withhold their views on the problem, 
especially those which may be critical of the proposed 
plan,, to that same extent full and thorough consideration 
: is denied. /-* 


Accordingly, if it is the fact that Naval officers are free 
to express their views on the qTieetion, I think it highly 
desirable for you to make suitable expression, either by 
way of public statement or reply to this letter for pur- 
poses of publication. 


With kind regards, I am. 


NAVY review(s) completed. 


Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) W. Sterling Cole 

M. C. 


1$ April 1947 

The Honorable W. Sterling Cole 
House of Bepresentat Ives 
Washington, B. C, 


Dear .Sir : 


Thank you for your letter of April 2, I947. 

I wish to assure you of my whole hearted con- 
currence with your thought that all persons in the 
military service should be free to express their 
personal opinions on the Important questions of funda- 
mental reorganization of our military establishment. 

In promulgating the agreement between the War 
and Navy Departments which the President announced on 16 
January , I advised the naval service that the reorganiza- 
tion plan was deserving of the support of all within the 
naval service. In a later letter I expressed the hope 
that study and consideration of the plan would lead all 
in the naval service to conclude that it deserved their 
support. 
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As you know, the traaitional policy of the NaTy 
Department la that every person in the naval service is 
at liberty to voice his professional and personal opinion 
on any subject when testifying before a committee of the 
Cangress or when engaged in private conversation. 

I assure you that it is not my intention to 
attempt to alter this policy. I know you will agree 
with me that the public office which I hold in no way 
empowers me to abridge the constitutional right of free 
speech which every American citizen enjoys. 

I appreciate your interest in clarifying this 

matter* 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) James Forrestal 


May 2, 19kj 

The Honorable .James Forrestal 
Secretary of the Navy 
. Washington,. 

, My dear Mr. "Secretary : 

This iff further reference to the (Question of 
Departmental control over the expressions of opinion 
by naval officers on the pending proposal to consoli- 
date, unite or merger the armed services* 

In your reply to me .of April 16, 19if7, you give 
assurance of your whole hearted concurrence with the 
thought that all persons in the military service should 
feel free to express their personal opinions on the 
important q.uestion of fundamental reorganization of our 
military establishment. Permit me to extend my 
genuine compliments to you for the very fair attitude 
which you have- taken in this regard. 

Now, the problem seems to be on© of implementing 
your declaration in such fashion that officers who might 
be in disagreement with the merger proposal, will freely 
voice their thoughts without fear of reprisal. While it 
may be true that it is the "traditional policy of the 
Navy Department that every person in the naval service is 
at liberty to voice his professional and personal opinion 
on any subject when testifying before a committee of 
jongress" , the navy regulations prohibit any officer 
from applying to Congress or any Committee or Member 
thereof for Congressional action of any kind and, further, 
they prohibit all remonstrances from any officer to 
Congress on any subject of legislation relating to the 
Navy or the Marine Corps except by authority of the 
Department. In vldv of these provisions of the Regula- 
tions and ALNAV #21 which states that the merger plan 
is deserving of the loyal and wholehearted support of 
all within the Naval Service", no member of the naval 
service feels that he is allowed any latitude of expres- 
sion. Certainly, the expressions mad© in your letter to 
me of April l6, laudable though they are in themselves, 
do not provide an official basis for unrestricted self- 
expression by navy people on the merger question. 

Any legislation, so vital as this, concerning the 
military forces of the nation is so important that the 
Congress must have professional Information freely given 
and not given under pressure. So far, in the considera- 
tion of the proposed legislation, only four professional 
naval officers have testified. These four have been very 
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‘EE 

must bs credited vlth th« ^ ® ^ ® groups 

thJranf th^^'qJeSLJ^tLf of^exp^JsJion vhlch 

ApJif ii i^"ou^ie^t:r^®r""""^ 

thelr^mlnds Bo-Hi service to speak 

them and the countryf”'^ Congress owe this much to 

profound and”the^”eues°at^ controversy are so 

issues at stake are so vital to the 

or ambition S^any'^lJdlvlduL’^o pride, position 

should be allL«fl^+« ^ «^®"P connected with It 

courage. to color either our Judgment or our 

In Congressy^ ^Its®ffreat°achi^ possessed a high prestige 
during the ;ar Just endL In victory 

highest position it hna prestige to the 

and of ConSsr i IIV" P®°Pla 

Very respectfully yours, 

(signed) W, Sterling Cole 

M. C. 


10 May 1947 


My dear Mr, Cole: 


In my earlier letter to you^ ^ 

naval service is at lih«E+!J’+ * every person in the 
personal opinion on anv P2:'of ess ional and 

Committee of Congress?" testifying before a 

Ih«”S)”;rfJf°ur»‘ ««ol. the So„“uSoa 

po..o.. tl.l. Ul„t, ”°* 
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As regards private conversations, there has teen no 
restraint laid upon officers of either the Navy or tTie 
Marine Corps and no denial of the right ‘ts express their 
personal views on this question. It la true that I 
Ipsued an ALNAV under date of l8 January 1947 saying that 
the Bill S. 758 and H. E. 2319 would be the 
Grrlcial position of the Navy Department and that I 
&i^0erely hoped the 1:1118 would command the support of. 

liaplication this might cause some to he 
reluctant to express their views in private conversations. 
But realistically, I douht if this assumption is soundly 

those persons, who disagreed 
policy of the Navy Depart-- 
ment silence could he Just as effective an Instrument oi'* 

+ speech. In other words, I am aware that 

• . ® vay^ nojr should there he under our form of 
government, of denying the right of opinion to anyone be 
he plyll^isn or service individual. 

'dissuade naval personnel from solicit 
ing. theyime of Members of the House and Senate to express 
their views on this subject because I regard it as inaptro 
prlate for members of the Services to seek out Membero of 
Congress In order to present their individual opinions. 
There Is a proper place for the presentation of such 
opinions and that la In the Committee hearings. 

-F To 8um.npt F^feere Is no denial of free speech on this 
other subject to officers of the Naval Service or 
the Marine Corpa> On the other hand, I shall continue to 
do my best to persuade these men that the proposed legis- 
lation constitutes a desirable and imperative Improvement 
in planning for our national security. 

-V.; Sincerely, 

(signed) James Porrestal 


May 27, 1947 


Dear Admiral Doe : 

Congress has under consideration, a bill 
tHE 231 ?) which represents the plan of the War and Navy 
Departments relative to the consolidation of the armed 
services, pursuant to the directive of the President. 

In^my opinion this Is the most important measure to come 
before the Congress so far as our national defense and 
national security are concerned. 

While it is true that the official position of the Navy 
Department Is in support of the plan, substantial critical 
and apprehensive expressions on the subject have come to 
me from responsible persons In all of the services. As 
a practical matter. It Is Impossible for all of those who 
are vitally Interested In this problem from the atandpol-it 
of national security to appear before an appropriate 
committee of the Congress to give expression to their 
views. Aocordiggly, my purpose in writing you is to 
seek an expression as to your Judgment and recommendations 
With regard to the proposed plan, or an alternative plan. 

A copy of H, H, 2319, and also of H. H. 3469, the latter 
representing my own personal suggestion of an alternative 
are enclosed. * 

I am sure that all will agree that some steps should he 
taken in order to bring about a closer co-ordination of 
army, navy and air force operations. The pattern of this 
s ep is the important factor. Because of your knowledge 
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of the subject and your years of service experience I am 
seeking your advice. ± am 

herewith are copies of communications ex- 

reflSrd%o®Jhrv +?+ Secretary of the Wavy and myself with 
I latitude of expression available to members 

it JSLlbirto' exchange, I hope you will find 

tion freely and without heslta- 

^ion. If it is your wish, your responsa will be hold bv 
me as confidential; otherwise, I shall feel free to release 
your expression to the Congress. 

of the fact that action may be taken by the ConKresa 
the benefit of your reply at an early date. ^ 

y^:'' ■■■■.-. '^^ory truly yours, 

(Signed) W. Sterling Cole 

M. C. 

question opinion of the men In the service on this 








' ' 'Vi '• !•.» ; 
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TO COLE LETTER OP INQUIRY 

"My personal conclusions are that: 

ing the^agreoLnts°rLultin«'^?n ohtaln- 

broadest var'and ad^ir^aJJatlJe ^^IP, by men of the 

highest integrity experience, and of the 

hy our qualified leaders in^st^bliit!^ agreed upon 

a resultant spirit of co-operatlon^^^? of organization and 
re-opening the study of the fo^m gained by 

for inprov.i oo-op.ratlon ahSS aaod 

' ti, ^ 

nearly as many answers as the nJmber°of ° obtain 

ao tne number of men questioned." 

setting-up ®« that the 

/ axperleicfd ^ the disunity 

(although I must 0 ay tha^ l hei?°^!^?r the last »ar. 

unity were exaggerated) TI v instances of dls- 

,, ^°^®* '»ould constitute a third^entltT°wh-t*S'^^ ® separate Air 

-0^ p.oM*p.pp, ■ ° 

Poltr »f 

the practio© had been f ollowad^nf^^^ avoided If 

on duty in a certain area to f«n °^^®^ine all subordinates 
In the roll of subordlnatA« f®Port to the Area Commander 
Army, N^a^ fe l iL^gorpa - ^ -offr;- a 

had received orders directing th»™f ^ Admiral Nimltz ' area 
Wimitz for duty and if irwel ^ Admlr'al 

such officers were in +Vi» laarly understood that all 

Wpailnstop, ^r<L.r.‘rL 

hare come to Admiral Nimltz t 

have been Improved. ' ‘ ’ ^ believe that condltiona Vould 

la the Impression that^I^obtained^f ^ belief, but that 

various combat areas Thlr^ travels to the 

tion between Washington and SubordlL^rcL^anL^^r^Jrare" . 

X hsv© folt *fcoo + Vi o + 4.1. 

Air Force must InevltabiriLj ^ separate 

commensurate Increase in efIicleLy ^ expense without 


no Ml[ shouirbe enaJJed^vhich^wouir" °b defense, 

visions of HR 2319 as written f° beyond the pro- 

Into the field of actual physical "men^ would extend over 
the armed forces or of their int ^g®n of elements of 

I believe that such ^egJslatlJrwS aervlces. 

coordination of the functions en^ 
separate branches of SfarmL 

jui rea.o^ .ue„ptd„ 
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"When I have studied H P t i ^ 

reply concerning the Bill. ^ further 

'With respect to H.R. 2'^IQ* t + aci+ -t v x. 

Senate Armed Forces Conmittee on the companion%ul s^-ea 
end erpree.ed support of that n.seure! »I?S oeriil^ ’ 

«F P«notp“i‘c;LjrS“L"i!« ?L”l‘Se?f 

I stated that I »as norin2?“cJel?”°"* 

l.ter^rela?i“f?e“rrhf;2\;“”; "= ‘l-t sevsrsd 

..t|ta|ned ift^S ??'.t 

" understand that S-758 iartf illt- 
to remove the posslhllltT^of “ ^®^®8uardlng language designed 
infringement® hSriave Js vft 

any such new language. ^ first-hand knowledge of 

cal use of"’Sl of ^ouZ®n'^l?f ^ efficient and economl- 

.. Be ftSughf theL°da,^^^ strengths must 

hovsssf, I ?dS5”e%f Jln?f.:e°rih:rtS^:nu%s*s'Ll'““’ 

Ideas In t * theories. With those two 

tire coordlSjlion’«“?'%;?f*n.i:l ‘?h)*?;"' f 

of such var-taat«ri cy xevei^ (bj the retention 

and the Munitions Bofrd and®?ct thf°'^“+ 

several Services wlthr^%^ %.^ '' autonomy of the 

tlon. My meager nolitlca? ^^amework of top-policy coordlna- 

any oplniL f^ighria^e as to'^harth 
should he for effectinl i ? ^ organization 
I am prepared to ® top-level policy coordination, huu 

am prepared to state my views on logistical impllcationa. 

arhltrariiy assign®''^ °l euahlln^hlm^L''®®^^''® 

the servlee. or fhe?J oSiJIfLnJL " 


eontrll\«ons ““utalj“ P?op“°e*^l";fLr?f 
Commandant, General A. A. VanLgrlft." ^^"Sress hy our 
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'•'To mo it appears perfectl;?- legitimate for an indi- 
vidual to present his views in writing to a Committee or 
a member thereof when such action is initiated by the 
latter and, for whatever reason, conversations and appear- 
ance before the Committee are not possible nor desirable. 

I'hls feature is not covered by the correspondence 
enclosed with, your letter of 19 May. Does not clarifica- 
tion on this, point seem to be in order if you are to 
obtain the free expression of views which you seek?” 


As you suggest in your letter, no thinking person 
will contest the need, for closer coordination of the 
elements of national security. The problem confronting 
the Nationi-today is that of finding an effective, economical 
and democratic method of effecting such coordination. In 
^/..opinion E. R. 2319 is not a satisfactory answer to the 
problem. - . 



It has frequently been claimed In support of H.E.2319 
that- coordination of the military departments and the armed 
services can come about only through th- establishment of 
an office with complete authority over these departments 
and services argument might equally well be 

Q'PPi-i«%t.o Government department a which 

are required to, closely coordinate their activities. But 
I have heard no demands for unification of such other depart- 
ment^ under, a. super-secretary. The fact is, of course, 
thatj.there is a in existence a common head for all of 

the , executive departments - the President. If the coordina- 
tion,^ of the executive departments exceeds hla capabilities, 
then the proper answer would seem to be to give him the 
necessary assistants - call them coordinators if you will - 
to do the job. Jt does not impress me as good management 
to Inject a new echelon of command to solve every new 
problem of coordination. 


I regard the building of super-departments and the 
creation of super-secretaries as unnecessary, even 
undemocratic - a poor solution to a management problem and 
a dangerous one. The concentration of power in non-elected 
hands is an unsafe road for a democratic nation to follow. 

"The provision for a National Security Council to serve 
as the principal advisory body concerned with matters of 
national security is basically sound, in my opinion. This 
is an age in which warfare directly affects every segment 
of the population and every element of the national life. 

The National. Security Council should bring together the 
diverse viewpoints of these elements and insure that 
security measures truly reflect the national interests in 
the broadest sense. Unfortunately, the composition of the 
Council as proposed by H. R. 2319 is not such as to achieve 
this purpose. The membership of the Council must be con- 
siderably broadened if it is to do so. 


Broadening of the membership of the National Security 
Council would also have the very desirable effect of diminish- 
ing its military complexion. Under H. R. 2319 four of the 
six named members of the Council are spokesmen of the mili- 
tary departments. I doubt if anyone will be so naive as to 
assume that their viewpoint would be a civilian viewpoint. 

"The Central Intelligence Agency is open to the same 
criticism of undue military Influence. Such an agency has 
considerable capacity for harm unless it is under firm 
civilian control and its functions circumscribed by law. 
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: ” I have no comment to make with respect to the National 
Security Resources Board and the Munitions Board except to 
state that I have observed considerable difference .of opinion 
over the relationship between these two bodies* Since this 
relationship involves the important question of civilian 
versus military control of the national economy in time of 
war or emergency, a cone ise . definition of the relationship 
seems most desirable* 

*'The provision of H. R. 2319 for a War Council seems 
to mo to be unnecessary. I can see little purpose in 
establishing a War Council so long as a Secretary for 
National Defense is permitted to exist. If that functionary 
were eliminated, on the other hand, the War Council could 
serve a most useful purpose as the agency for the coordina-^ 
tion of the military departments. I do not regard the 
coordination of the military departments as a proper function 
either for the National Security Council, which has a broader 
function, or. for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

”The proper functions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are 
the preparation of strategic and logistic plans, the estab- 
lishment of unified field commands, and the strategic direc— 
tioh' of the' field commands. These are purely military 
functions, and do not extend to the administration of the 
military departments in any way. They are the same functions 
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff performed so ably da the war 
Just ended. I regard it as essential that this body and 
these functions be perpetuated. 

cannot stibscrlbe, however, to the need for or the 
desirability of a Joint Staff to serve the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Prom my study of the history of. national general 
staffs I am convinced that such staffs are an instrument of 
militarism and a menace to democratic governments. I there- 
fore, believe that provision for a Joint Staff should be 
^eliminated from the proposed legislation. A secretariat 
‘charged with clerical and administrative duties should 
adequately meet the requirements of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff for assistance in the performance of its functions, 

"The perpetuation of the existing Joint Research and 
Development Board as the proposed Research and Development 
Board is a sound provision, and one which should be incor- 
porated in any legislation for the coordination of the 
armed services. 

"Coming now to the armed services themselves, it is my 
belief that an independent air force should be established 
under a separate Department of the Air Force. The exercise 
of strategic air power, . Including the defense of the United 
States and its possessions against aerial attack, should no 
longer be hampered by treatment as an element of land power 
or sea power. It is a distinct and separate element of over- 
all military power and should b© treated as such* 

"I cannot subscribe, however^ to any philosophy which 
would place all military aviation in a single air force. To 
do so would b© to flagrantly disregard on© of the most 
important lessons of the recent war - the lesson that the 
ground forces and the naval forces must each possess their 
own aviation components if they are to operate effectively. 
Close support aviation Is an essential element of land power 
and an inseparable component of an effective ground force. 

By the same token naval aviation is an essential element 
of sea power -- perhaps the most essential element -- and an 
inseparable component of an effective naval force. 

"The same philosophy which dictates that the naval 
establishment should contain the necessary aviation to make 
it an effective force for the exorcise of sea power, also 
requires that the Marine Corps be maintained as a pert of 
that establishment. History offers countless instances of 
the truth of this statement. There is no evidence that its 
validity will be diminished in the foreeeable future. 
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"Along vlth manj other Marine officare vho have had 
the opportunity to study the pending unification proposals* 

I am greatly concerned over the future combatant role of 
the Marine Corps if H. B. 2319 should he enacted in its 
present form. The vulnerable position in which the /Marine 
Corps will be placed by enactment of this bill has been 
pointed out repeatedly in the course of the past few months. 

It is this position of vulnerability, coupled with expres- 
sions of intent such as those appearing in the li|- 7 Q series 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which arouses the fears of 
Marines and their friends throughout the country. These 
fears will be set at rest and their substance removed only 
when Congress spells out in unmistakable language the future 
status and functions of the Corps. 

"I can offer no suggestion which would improve the 
statement of Marine Corps status and functions which 
General Vandegrift, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
incorporated in the amendment which he submitted to the 
Senate and House Committees considering unification. I 
think it would be appropriate if Congress were to enact 
similar statements of basic functions for all the services. 

I can think of nothing which would do more to promote 
future harmony among the services than legislation marking 
out for each service a clear-cut field of endeavor. 

"Possessing the views which I have outlined herein, I 

would consider it most unfortunate if H. B. 2319 wore to 
be enacted in its present form. It would require extensive 
alteration of this bill, to arrive at a real solution for the 
problem confronting the Nation today -- that of achieving 
the closer coordination of the elements of national security 
in an effective, economical, and democratic way. I believe 
that the problem is solvable, however, and that a close 
approximation to the ideal solution has been achieved by 
Senator Robertson in the bill which he recently proposed as 
a substitute for S. 759 # the Senate counterpart of H.B. 2319. 

I have studied Senator Robertson* s bill, S. 1282 , and am 
of the opinion, that -it is an admirable instrument for 
national security. 

"I have also given careful attention to H.R. 3^99 
which you have offered as a suggested alternative to H.R.2319# 
and I am pleased to observe that your proposal also eliminates 
many of the objectionable features of H. R. 2319. Inasmuch 
as S. 1282 coincides more nearly with my views, however, in 
that it provides for a War Council, establishes a separate 
Department of the Air Force, and spells out the functions 
of the armed services in what I believe to be the necessary 
specific terms, my preference is for S. 1282 rather than 
for H. R. 31^69. 

"In closing, I wish to thank you for the opportunity 
you have accorded me to express my views on this important 
subject. Again let me say that I have set forth my 
personal views -- that I do not flaunt them, neither do I 
have any desire to conceal them." 
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4. 4 f nature it vould be necessary 

to interview a great many men to obtain a completely 
accurate cross section of their views, I will, there- 
myself to those things which I have heard 
mentioned by men in discussing the possibility 
majority of them agree that unity of 
inva^inhiv necessary but the following questions 

Justified in changing a system 
+ vii ^ efficiently and won the last war ? ( 2 ) Is 

experiment and adopt a system, which, more 
^ Axis nations and which 

proved a failure ? (3) vill there be any real economy 

eff^rL^p^^9^®?=?®^ money 7 ( 4 ) Will it create more 

be Improved 7 ^ national defense and security 

veapfl"+n®^n are questions which can only be answered in 
years to come, but you and the other members of Congress 
will have to make the decision which is so vital to the 
security of our country. ” 


With VJ day we emerged from the most devastatinff 

World's history, victorious over the strongest 
+ w an, absolute and relative sense, which 

the-Unlted^States had ever faced. It seemed to many of 
us In ths Navy that the nation, the home front, the Armed 
Services, and the Navy itself could well be proud of 
.his achievement. it seemed to many of us that the war 
making organization of our country had been thoroughly 
tested, and within thelimits of human fallibility, had 
successfully passed that test, and therefore required no ' 
radical, change to an untested organization. It seemed to 
many of us in the Navy that the war had brought a high 

appreciation and sympathetic understanding and 
SDiiity to cooperate among every element of the U. S war 

Civilian home front, the Army, the 
navL^ivlItl’on' Marine Corps, the Coast Guard, 

,,4. ™ astonishment then. Instead of an atmosphere 

congratulation and good will and a determination 
ful mL ^ teamwork which had proved itself so auccess- 

Navy found itself the target of an unrestrained 
+ attack, the object of abusive and extrava- 

gant criticism with little regard for facts, logic or 
reason in the charges that were made, emanating chiefly 

certain element of a sister service which apparently 

beJoJrv effort, not to say expense, 

b£|ore V-J day to planning an antl-Navy campaign while the 
Navy was devoting all its energies to bringing about a 
successful conclusion of the war. 

only purpose in raking over these dead ashes is to 

tlon ln%he brought about a serious deterlora- 

relations between the services, and therefore 
fv,? + + 1 ability to cooperate, and therefore weakened 

the total of our military strength in the face of a serious 

Jlon"'ln*the^Unlt^rqt°? required unity and not dlssen- 

Bion in the United States and especially in the Armed 

lmnlrntiv°^+^^f United States. And this situation made it 
imperative that the wounds be healed, that some sort of 
compromise be reached. 


”As one vho had no dire 
parb In bhe drafting of what 
of HR 2319^ it seemed to me 
this bill represented about 
be hoped for. I don»t like 
organization (vith legislati 
Chiefs of Staff and Central 
iiR 2319^ but at least It was 


ct responsibility and no direct 
has since become the substance 
that, with minor reservations, 
as good a compromise as could 
It, I prefer the present 
ve authority for the Joint 
Intelligence ) 4 I don't like 
arrived at by ’^democratic 
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process" of give and take^ It vas a compromise and it gave 
promise of restoring the hrotherhood-ln-arma of the various 
elements of the Armed Services.. 

4.U I prefer that In principle to HH 2319 

preference la still the present organlza- 
Q+ authority for the Joint Chiefs of 

btair. Central Intelligence and comparahle coordinating 
agenc es in other fields). It Is most Important, however, 
T^reach between the services be healed and 
^ cLecision be reached quickly. The particular 

*» .. ^ 9 vhich will beat effect these results la 

the problem. If it were to be decided by a sort of Gallup 
poll I should vote for the present organization. States- 

ra 3469 2n9!»® different solution, possibly 


"Since my answer to your letter of May 19 l have 
endeavored to study and compare the original Unification 
Dill, H.E, 2319^ with that submitted by you, H.E, 3469 , 

It is my considered opinion that the Bill proposU by you 
Will, in effect, produce far more economies, and be more 

security than the original pro- 
posed bill. I feel that the national welfare will be 
better served by-; close cooperation under a two department 
system, coordinated by a Director of Hational Defense 
than a virtual -three department system." ' ' 


"I am of the opinion that your bill provides the 
national defense problem and that 
entirely unacceptable. I have not had 
surriclent time to study your bill to permit detailed 
comment. I am, of course, familiar with H.R. 2319. 


"I consider that a two department organization as 
envisaged by you to be the only logical guarantee for an 
air-sea Wavy that can fulfill its . missions effectively. 

I am of the opinion that formation of a third Department 
or Air will result in an unbalanced defense organization 
wherein ground force and Waval requirements will gradually 
be neglected to a point that may be catastrophic to our 
country. I state this advisedly as the private and 
public utterances of Air Force leaders leave me with no 
illusions as to their future intentions concerning the 
Wavy and Waval Aviation when autonomy under their own 
Secretary is achieved." 


IT w examination of the alternative propoaal, 

available, indicates that It will not accomplish the 
Improved efficiency and economy of administration to the 
extent intended by the President to result from the 
organization of a Watlonal Defense Establishment administered 
by a Secretary of Wational Defense." 
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Th© greatest advantage in E.K. 3 k 69 is its basic con- 
cept of a coordinated tvo department organization. I believe 
IOO5& in this concept for a solution of our problem. 


In the first place, a third department or a third prong 
to a corpulent single department cannot be accepted as re- 
presenting economy. It may very well be that closer 
coordination will produce gradual economies in comparison 
with present practice but the overhead of the third depart- 
ment will have to be faced. The same steps of coordination 
are bound to produce greater over-all economies if applied 
to only two departments or two prongs. 


" + respect to the actual coordination, the mechanical 

and mathematical advantage Is of the order of 4 to 1 In 

eucoess In the tvo department set-up vhore 
a and h must he pulled together. In a throe depart- 
ment set-up, the following coordination would have to he 
effected: ah, he, ac and finally ahc. 


Y® ®"PPOse that the need for coordination could bo 
eliminated In a real single department wherein, as one 
example, personnel of all branches would he controlled 
and^detalled to duty by one Personnel Division, we would run. 
contrary to the experience of American big business. I 
believe that a merger of Montgomery Ward and Soars Roebuck 
was onoe considered and given up because the result would 
be too corpulent for efficiency. Our military organisation 
dwarfs any existing business corporation. Even If such a 
huge milltar7 organization were manageable, it would prove 
unhealthy by -regimentation and the elimination of competition, 
p all automobiles were manufactured by a single concern. I 
doubt if anyone In hla right mind would expect to obtalnthe 
best and cheapest product. Thus the two department military 
organization will provide maximum economy compatible with a 
healthy fighting machine. 

"If a separate department of air is set up, I foresee 

future military strength, I believe 
that this will com© about with the acceptance on the part of 
V public that such an air department will 

be the source of all expert opinion on the application of 
the military airplane in all fields. Competent as the A.A.P, 
has proved itself in its own field, it does not understand 
(see postscript) or ] 3 eli©ve in naval air power whereas our 
air power is the Sunday punch of the Fleet today. It would 
be a National tragedy If naval air power were relegated to 
an accessory role. The Navy ^would be crippled and as the 
weak link determines the strength of a chain so would aveak 
Navy weaken the whole organization. Neither the Army or the 
Navy can be very effective today without air power and for 
obvious reasons in order to exert maximum striking force the 
air power should belong to the using service. To those who 
demand coequal status for Air along with the Army and Navy 
I say that they are on the right track but they have not * 
gone far enough. What the country needs now la two services: 
a Navy which is largely a seagoing air force but comoleta 
with all necessary supporting and other components; and an 
Army which has its heaviest striking power concentrated In a 
land based air force but augmented by the necessary supporting 
and other components. Each of two such services represents 
a speciality and each Is broad enough to absorb one's full 
career. Thus Air would achieve more than a coequal status 
or 33 1/3^. it would be the backbone of each service. 

Military history supports the above position since vlctorv 
has been attained by the side which employe the dominant 
weapon of the times most effectively. Today the dominant 
weapon has proved to be the airplane. Tomorrow it may be 
the long range guided missile. A two department organiza- 
tion retains sufficient flexibility to adjust to future 
requirements. 
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^ It seems to me that setting up a single air department 
vould prove faulty In tvo other respects. First such a 
department would te tullt around a Lapon - If th^^Ld 

the old days a department of horae, archera or 
fi? might have been the result. The history of 

^^^nsltory and the airplane can expect to 

sLonr'*fnJ®i range guided mlLlle. 

to f the Air Force can be expected 

Forra^^wHit*® function of the Ground Forces. The Air 

bullLnaal its own engineers (to build fields, roads, 

buildings) Artillery (AA defense of air fields) quarter- 
masters, etc., plus airborne troops -- it will have to 
develop tanks and artillery transportable by air plus the 

capsuled food and condensed fuels for air delivery A 
reexamination of the problem within ten years will pose 

lit, duplication why do we have 

the Ground Forces? Thence if the Ground Forces are turnafl 
over to the Air Forces, we return to a two department 
pattern but I contend that this is the hard way to do it. 

reflected by public statements of Generals, a few; 

i Aeeda carrier aircraft for the 

defense of the Fleet. » 

AS' a matter of fact these planes are the Navy’s hii? of =^ru»i 
power -- these planes, their flying "fields’' ani loflUf r - ' ® 

iSnrnfori Jald ®°“® ®'®»» 

Aong cerore land based . bombers can get there. 

•The tima has come to admit that the Army and Wavy 
are only service forces for the A.A.F.' 

jfpln^for carriers cleared the air over 

1. bpodeL io'J;.!;! ■■ '’■‘I* 


Eeferring to your letter of l6 May loh? I heartilv 
endorse your Bill ^- 3^69 as being the plan best sulHd to 
?^® National Security of any 

yet^seen' regards to the armed services, that I Lve 

"To my mind, your bill does two outstanding things; 

1. It prevents a Super-secretary from havlnn too 

much pover. ^ 

2 . It safeguards the interests of the Navy, Naval 
Aviation, and the Marine Corps by maintaining 
a two-department system. 

at thl^ hi ® Coordinator is all that is needed 
levels. To have an all-powerful Secretary 
dCtatorf®"* opportunity for a strong man to become a 

gives the present Army Air 

to flffh + ^n *^® they need. It permits tLm 

rr o'" fashion they choose, Ld yet leaves 
them under the Secretary of War who can order them to 

support forces when the ground forces need air 
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.. argumenta pro and con * out 

the Vice President telng the Coordinator of National Defense. 
I strongly favor this because he is an officer endorsed by 
the electorate. It has been said that his duties as Presi- 
dent of the Senate might interfere, but the fact that ve 
have not had a Vice President for tvo years would lead me 
opinion that if we had one, he could spare enough 
time to coordinate the armed services. 

+ believe membership of your National Defense Council 
well be reduced. The more people who are in on high 
level planning, the more difficult it becomes to maintain 
ixecesaary secrecy of planned operations. 

4 agree that the Marine Corps should he 

included in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and I prefer that 

the Coordinator of the National Defense be a member as listed 
in your hill. 

"All the objections I have to your bill I consider of a 
minor nature. 


If we are to have a Navy, it should be a fighting Navy. 

1 recognize the predominant role of air power - which includes 
guided missiles - in a future war. I do not see how the Navv 
can expect to maintain a Naval Air Porce to fight with if a 
separate Air Department is established. * 

’^"Most of the naval officers with whom I have talked are 
heartily in favor of maintaining a two- department system 
and those who have studied your bill are favorably disposed 
to it in tho main." .r 


"There can be no question that modern war between 
great Powers, such as the United States now la, requires 
the closest co-ordination between all branches of the Armed 
Forces and a close co-ordination of the military effort 
with the civilian effort on which the military effort la 
based. I believe all of the proposals for legislation have 
these ends in view. 


*, “Insofar as the Navy is concerned, I am certain that a 
Navy without efficient naval aviation is of little value in 
modern war and that our Marine Corps is an asset of tremen- 
dous value to both the Navy and the country. In any law 
to co-ordinate the Armed Forces, I think there should be 
included a sufficient description of tho functions of each 
Service to ensure the future status of naval aviation and 
of the Marine Corps. From what I have read recently in 
the dally press, this appears to be in process of accomplish- 
ment by amendment to the bill. Such a description of the 
functions of each Service should be broad enough to prevent 
any attempts to whittle away or practically to take over the 
functions of any one Service by the others, and at the same 
time not be so restrictive in its terms as to prevent 
necessary adjustments between the Services being made from 
time to time. I think a Declaration of Policy, such as is 

3^69 and in Senator Robertson's 
S. 1252, is a valuable addition to any legislation on this 
subject. 


"Whether or not the Army Air Corps should be continued 
under the War Department as the United States Air Force as 
“bill, or bo establishod as a separate Department 
of the Air Force as in H. R. 2319 and S. 1282, is a 
question on which my personal opinion favors your stand. 

I believe that, both sea fighting and land fighting require 
the closest Integration with their respective air efforts. 
If in the coming reorganization the Wavy Department con- 
tlnues to have its naval and marine aviation- components . 
while the Department of the Army has to depend on the 
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Department of the ait ^ 

Department of th© Air^orcn • function of the nev 

used in major land f iffhtlnff'Tif«^ would have the aviation 
ments. ® placed under two separate Dapart- 

milltary ostahlishment^lB ^ho°**^^ Army Air Corps in the future 
primary concern to thJ I'iy “arlv^A 

of naval aviation and of'th« efficiency 

what la done in ?hS reLoct vv ? Impaired by 

that VO vould have a While I, personally, believe 

two Departments and with Army^av^M present 

With the War Department l am i ^ ^ closely Integrated 
setting up of a senaravi n Inclined to think that the 

such backing both in the Consre^s^^ Force has 

that it will be accepted A^v throughout the country 

get it staffed by able m;n who wIinuS^^ogeiiLy'''’'' 

la H.By^3469^and sr^l282^°o?^?^S^*°^+ National Defense as 
as in H. B. 2319, le a sub lLt National Defense 

decided opinion. There la an which I have no very 
co-ordinating — tor the Preslden+°^*^^ 

the Army and Wavy provldfd Commander- In-Chlef — 

this authority. So long as the delegate 

co-ordination and of la|ln« doL nL?°® remains one of 

Into on© of admlnistratlon^of °y and does not grow 

believe the new official will seLf Departments, l 
in our Federal government Ha mnH+^ '‘^afnl function 

suffblent as8lstancrtra;«'hi course, be given 

not enough so that another bio effectively, but 

being." . . another big bureaucracy will come into 


coordination of Army°°Wavy'^and that closer 

As you point out. ?he palLrn nr affected. 

dlrectlL is th^impLtanJ ?«ni taken In this 

opposition to certSHroLsairo; ^ firm . 

being entertained in the Congi^rtoda^ 

brlnslns ‘‘f? “ I.port.nt factor 1„ 

discussion was the hlghirfofn^i ^ forefront of public 
Air Forces. The reafo^ flr^+Si! enpport given by the Army 
stand since the Air Forces would not difficult to under- 
ttatus, „„j„ L.rchL? Of sC?? “■■‘810.1 

legislation were enacLd. Tho Air remedial 

11.0O for 

part of the United States Armv in ^ ^ a .closely Integra-.ed 

that B.ral Arlatloa b.ar. to tho fI"L“float! i-olMloo 

It i=''"«d«t”t*hit°‘?o‘r'.:;f “,5jr?rcJL*?r r 

be expected to be denidodi- ^ come the Congress may 

the A?med ServlcL ^hfeetabll^r’\"^^r‘^ °° concerns 

obviously entail «reatlv inn- ® service must 

the future can poLlbly show econL°°®^®' i“ 

system foT a national over the tvo-servlce 

Statements of expected econoLirin^^utSrrv°'^ strength, 

by various wltnessea anm-o- +n^^ in future years, presented 

applicable to elthe^thf Jwo or“thf 

ments, though less readily affLSd uSL^? ^hrL^t^e^^^ 
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therefore, it is apparent that the taxpayer will get less 
for his defense dollar with the formation of a third Armed 
Service. 

*'So far as integration of Air with Army Ground Forces 
is concerned, I cannot conceive of any effective Comhat Ground 
Forces in this day and age operating without an appropriate 
Air component. The usual explanation is that the separate 
Air Force will furnish this aipport. Lacking Interest, 
lacking common understanding, lacking Integrated planning and 
direction, I cannot helieve that the separate Air Force can 
or will give Intelligent and adeq,uate support. In this 
connection I Invite your attention to the Air Arm of the Boyal 
Navy, which was provided hy the Royal Air Force between World 
War I and II. The efficiency' and effectiveness of that ger- 
vice was of such low order, when its state compelled return to 
he Navy in 1939^ that it was late in the war before reaching 
an acceptable standard, largely with American equipment. I 
feel_sure that air support given our own Army by a separate 
Air Force can be properly compared with that given the Royal 
Navy by the Royal Air Force. 

seems evident to me that a modern Army having con- 
tinuous and major requirements for air transport and supply 
as well as direct support when in combat, will soon demand ^ 
that those components be directly attached to the Ground 
Command* In such case It would seem Impossible to avoid 
direct duplication of large numbers of aircraft at greatly 
added cost, or alternatlv@ly , reduction in strength of the 
other services. 

"There has been much ballyhoo the last year or two 
about strategic bombing, with the suggestion that ultra long- 
range super aircraft will soon be able to attack any spot 
on the earth from bases in the* homeland. The fact is, however 
that senior Air Force Commanders are agreed that strategic 
bombing in the pattern of the last war is finished. The 
common availability to all nations of the proximity fuze is 
the major cause of this, and the condition will become more 
unfavorable with the early introduction of ground-to-air 
target-seeking rocket missiles. 

"In this day of the atomic bomb it would appear that the 
major air offensive power of the United States should consist 
of a modest number of maximum performance aircraft especially 
adaptable to "A" bomb delivery, together with the fighters 
required to escort such bombers; both types necessarily of 
moderate range. The bulk of our Air Forces, however, should 
be closely integrated with the Naval and Ground elements 
and largely devoted to their support in capturing and holding 
forward bases close to the enemies' borders. This means 
amphibious operations much in the pattern with which we closed 
the last war. And from all present indications we will fight 
alone, in the manner of the ?acific War, rather than from 
bases held for us by Allied, as was the case in Europe." 


"Since the discussion of the merger of the Armed Forces 
was initiated, there have been new developments which, in my 
opinion, further strengthen our position that we must no rusk 
in precipitately to change the basic organization of our 
security forces. The development of guided missiles, planes 
and projectiles with supersonic speeds, explosives of great 
power, bacteriological and virus warfare, probable development 
of radioactive materials which can be dispersed by guided 
missiles, etc, — all point to the desirability of building 
on what we have rather than tearing down any part of our 
existing organization. In other words, my thought is that 
for the time being at least, and until we have a much more ^ 
clear picture of the function that will be played by aviation 
as we knew it in the recent war, we should not place all cf 
our eggs in the "aviation basket," but should reserve decision 
until v0 expand out kno-zledgo. 


Approved For Release 2003/10/22 -ClA-RDPSO-OOeiOROOOl 00020007-8 



Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R000100020007-8 A 

"After careful consideration, I have come to the con- 
clusion that we should stand on our original position - that 
a completely integrated naval force, with supporting service 
functions, including an adequate Air-arm, is essential for 
the National Security. The character and scope of the Naval 
Air-arm should he determined hy strategists and tacticians 
not by legislators, nor as a result of a "deal" between the 
Army and Navy." 


Despite the assurances given In the letters enclosed 
from Mr. Forrestal, you will probably find that very few if 
any, active officers in the Navy will wish to have their' 
views held other than confidential. The officers who have 
testified before Congress, mentioned in the Secretary's 
letter of 10 May, are, with the possible exception of 
General Eds on, not in a position to suffer by any displeasure 
which might be incurred through such remarks. None of them 
iiavo any future to worry about, 

"Personally, I have been strongly against the so-called 
merger of the Armed Services right from the start. I remember 
when a Board, headed by Admiral Eichardson, came through the 
Pacific early in 19^5 s-nd (Questioned all senior officers 
available* The situation confronted us unexpectedly, aid I 
had little time to give it thought, but spoke against it then. 
Basically, it is my opinion that no one person can take over 
such a tremendous Job as is envisioned in H.E, 2319 and be 
anything other than a hindrance or a figurehead. To couple 
with this the control of about half of our national budget 
would strike a severe blow at our democratic form of govern- 
ment, This Secretary would in effect, combine four Cabinet 
positions in himself. The Secretaries of the Armed Services 
would bo ciphers. I have felt all along that Congress would 
never permit such a set-up to be made into law. Despite all 
of the forebodings of my service and civilian friends, I have 
had a sense of security In the good Judgment of the House and 
the Senate in this matter and have not worried too much about 


"How, if we do not make a Secretary of the National 
Dofonse as envisioned in E. E. 2319, there is no urgent need 
to d<> much of anything ina big way, except perhaps to set up 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on a little more secure basis than 
at present. The President can always fortify and implement 
he Joint Chiefs of Staff himself, and he has done so up to 
the present time. This may be sufficient. However, there is 
the danger that the civilian Secretaries might get into the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff picture in wartime and cramp their 
style. Eight now anything that comes out of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff is accepted as gospel by everyone and obeyed without 
question. Getting back to the Secretary of National Defense 
Section 103 is very dangerous if you do not wish a big military 
staff set-up. What would you have but a military staff where 
the Secretary of National Defense has four Special Assistants 
and the power to detail as many Army, Navy, and Air Force 
officers to duty in his office as ho desires ? In order for 
such a Secretary to really function he must have a big staff 
and will, in my opinion, absolutely dominate all other 
military activities. Even the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Section 111, are under his control, and would merely form a 
part of his Staff. 

"In regard to unity of command, which is really what this 
is all about on a rather high level, I have had four years 
of experience with it during the recent war. Therels nothing 
new about unity of command, and it has always been provided, and 
known by the Army and Navy that the President may order it 
whenever and wherever he sees fit, and this has been done at 
various times, extending clear back to the Mexican War. It 
has been my experience that whenever the President or the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff ordered unity of command in a certaii 
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theater or for a certain campaign or operation, it vorked 
excellently vhen clearly stated and hacked up. Eegular 
officers in the Army and Uavy knov hov to obey orders and 
they do so without quibbling. 

"In regard to your own Bill, H. E. , it has many 

excellent points. Concerning your Co-ordinator for 
National Defense, he is really a Chief of Staff to the 
President, and you have him properly lined up under the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and in the National Defense Council. 

I would expect you not to limit his selection to that of a 
civilian. It would seem the man himself is the thing wanted, 
regardless of his previous status. ' 

”I am also with you in thinking that the Army Air Forces 
should remain under the War Department, though it is .hard 
for me to visualize the Secretary of War having practically 
two separate departments under him. He practically has 
this now, and, as you know, there is considerable Jealousy 
and bad feeling. Perhaps in separating them by law ve will 
achieve more harmony and better results. I have always 
felt that this Army and Air Corps trouble could, at any time, 
be straightened out by the Paresident , " 



"As Vice Chief of Naval Operations, I have maintained 
close touch with all aspects of the unification issued. I 
am in full accord with the views on this question expressed 
by the Chief of Naval Operations before committees of 
Congress. While I personally support H. E. 2319j. which 
reflects the agreements reached by the Secretary of War and 
the Secretary of the Navy, I have been conscious of uncer- 
tainty in the minds of certain officers regarding the 
adequate protection of the interests of the Marine Corps 
and Naval Aviation under the original language of the bill. 

"This legislation is of such far-reaching importance 
that no effort should be spared to devise language that 
will impart confidence and a sense of security to those whose 
Interests are directly affected. If the proposed new 
National Defense organization is to be a success, it must 
have the endorsement and whole-hearted support of all 
implement ing- agencies and branches. For the above reason, 

I favor amendments relating to the Marine Corps and Navel 
Aviation recently made by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee which, I believe, will accomplish the purpose 
desired." 



t.;, 


"Subject to the above qualifying remarks, I like your 
bill better than I do H. E. 8319* My principal reason for 
this is that your bill makes fewer changes in the existing 
two department setup, which after all, has Just carried us 
through to victory In the greatest war in history.. Perhaps 
this is a somewhat smug point of view, but I believe that 
you should not break up a winning team while it is still 
winning. I do not believe in burning down the barn to gat 
rid of rats." 


"I consider that the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
General A. A. Vandegrift, has very ably presented my objec- 
tions to the legislation in question. Any comments which 
I might make about it would be, therefore, merely a repstition 
of facts which are already available to you. 
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^ ICaturaXly , H.E. appeals to me "because of my 

firm conviction that the two services. Army and Navy with 
their respective air and Marine components, are necessary 
and sufficient. On the other hand, the National Defense 
Council, as described in H.R. 3^69, appears to be unneces- 
sarily inclusive and unwieldy and I would prefer that it 
be constituted as is the National Security Council in 

H,E. 2319-'* 


^©11©'^© that the organization structure as set forth 
in H.R. 3469 more nearly meets the objections that have been 
raised against 3,758 and H.R, 2319, It provides a more 
effective integration of -ALL departments and agencies of 
the government concerned with the national defense, and 
closer collaboration between the fighting services, 

"The creation of this third Department under S.758 and 
H.R. 2319 is absolutely contrary to any step leading to 
closer coordination between the armed services and is 
believed to be a fatal defect in these bills. Once all 
connections with the Army are severed, it is logical to 
believe that the Air Force will attain a status like that 
of the Royal Air Force, with similar uniforms and ranka- 
In this connection, it is not understood as to why the Air 
Force requires more autonomy than it is now accorded in 
order to exercise Its functions. 

"The Air Force has conducted an extremely effective 
publicity campaign through the newspapers with the result 
that the public has been led to believe that the present 
compromise bills are strongly desired by all services and 
any delay in their enactment into lav can only show a 
callous disregard for the future security of this country. 
Those of us who have lived with the "merger" legislation 
during the past ij years know that nothing is farther 
from the truth* 

"I strongly believe that no Department of National 
Defense should in essence be built around any specific 
weapon. If we should proceed contrary to this principle 
We should be equally Justified in a Department of Sub- 
marines, Field Artillery, Guided Missiles, etc. While 
the airplane is unquestionably one of our most dominant 
weapons today, there is no reason to believe that it will 
not be replaced with a more effective weapon in the near 
future. 

"Such controversial items as the creation of the office 
of a Super or over-all Secretary or a Coordinator of National 
Defense and the powers to be vested in such individuals 
should be the subject of separate legislation in order that 
the pros and cons of each major change may be thoroughly 
and deliberately explored before their enactment into law," 


"In the final analysis the success of any plan for 
coordination of the military establishment will depend 
on the whole-hearted acceptance of the plan by the per- 
sonnel concerned, on the spirit of mutual trust, confidence 
and sincere cooperation exhibited In its implementation, 
and on the preservation of the morale and integrity of - 
the component forces, I feel sure that this favorable 
result can be attained within the framework of E, R. 2319,” 
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exBflrifnnf lo°S. and .raitlier’ varied rraval^ 

specialty la aviation and my experience 

o*il“?ovH= 

poaaia for poet-war reorganization. 

«»-«r«d ov,r ts. ,a„a.r iS rtioi tha “.- 

Vlthout impartial axamlaatlSS It til 

c"^aa^“ "“‘“‘l™ "til iLpoU 

. example, eo far as I can ascertain the 

*» t.apoa.mrpaS;.”;, la 

the Aii ^ separate co-equal Department of 

of thi'a5S?i5°°;.‘"*‘'“*' y"'** tllnilp, tr tha malorltr 

IJmISmaStJi rSaJJliirj;- ?o.,r..r2; a' 

r^S^nhifieJ ^ reorganization, without any 
j subject. The vallditv 

aLJJfn*®?^! supported by war experLIci J^' 

AotiSlv supports the contriry view. 

adJltied Jbat JavS a?latLn“h^ Senerally 

vlth the BaJy a# a whole* ^ t “O’' i® Integrated 

does nn+ «ivp,w** * ^ ®®e uo reason why this thought 

Army eXcebt- vlth regard to Army Air and. the 

hot argument. They know that separation Is 

not sound, but regard it as the lesser of two evils?. 

+. 1 , vm!?? assumption is that the primary purnose of an nr 

““'“"•“"I 10 imjr?;.'?;: amci.Scp 

0^™? “> «AAo«oa the aacSr'Si 

tlai +n closest poseltle coordination is eseen- 

mrdlMlSifi'Jr”'- ./T” ■>05o«-»f *111 b. fSarMm'r 

■a-, "b" ail Jo- dapartmaab. 


"a", "b" and "c" u7;rr wOb tuail the departments 
"a" with "V' ui+v>^+fc^ only have to coordinate 

"c", -b” with Vlth 


" 0 ", -b” with ■'c»: a^r^^' ^>b»':nr»c" 

my firm belief that a separate Dep^tmenJ of Jhe Air Is 

make coordination much more diffic^ir^^r ’^^^®'' 

proposal in Section 301 ofyour bll“’ 

It is ?coSrJmlee”flli^‘ It^wa^draft^J be recognized that 

Which woAid be aL:p"Lb*L“:„\"ji?t"rL"\^jp^:tr:o«\TbT" 

Eeferrlng io Section 102 (a?’'^it annearr unmistakable. . 
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only to euch curbs as the President may apply by- Executive 
Order or othervise^ vhlch curbs of course may be modified 
at any timo^ The language of this section appears to me 
potentially to destroy the Integrity of the Departments 
and to reduce their respective Secretaries to the level of 
Administrative Assistants# I regard that as dangerous and 
wholly unsatisf actory , It is my understanding that this 
Section is being re-drafted in Senate Armed Services 
Committee but I have no first-hand knowledge of the revised 
language. 

is my opinion that the Secretaries of the Departnenta 
of the National Defense Establishments should retain their 
"Cabinet level". I consider it in the National interests 
that the President and the other members of his cabinet get 
first-hand information regarding those Departments and also 
have available the advice and counsel of those Secretaries 
on any other matters directly or indirectly affecting those 
Departments, There is no language in H. E. 2319 dealing 
specifically with this subject but there have been statements, 
presumably authoritative, that the Secretaries of the Depart- 
. ments will not be members of Cabinet. 

: "I favor the establishment as provided in E.R. 2319 of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Munitions Board Security Council, 
Central Intelligence Agency and Be sources Board* 

' "H*. B. 3^69 (your bill) provides a "Coordinator of 
National Defense" and with certain rather minor exceptions 
leaves it to the President to determine his duties. It 
appears to be the intent of H.B. 3^69 bo reduce the importance 
and authority of tha Coordinator well below that of the 
Secretary of National Defense provided in H# E. 2319. If 
such is the case/ I agree with the idea of reducing the 
authority in order better to safeguard the integrity of the 
Navy Department/ but it appears that under H; B. 3k69 the 
President could delegate to the Coordinator any or all of 
the authority he holds under the Constitution and Statutes. 

"Section 102 establishes a National Defense Council with 
a very widely spread membership, I question the need for, and 
usefulness of, such a Council and specifically I question the 
appropriateness of Members of Congress being included. The 
National Defense Council appears to be in place of the Var 
Council and the National Security Council provided for in 
H.B, 2319. As stated in paragraph 7 above, I favor the 
provision of the boards, councils, etc., set up in H.B. 2319 
and much prefer them to the provisions of H. B. 3469 . 

"i am heartily in favor of Section 3OI of H.B. 3469 
which creates the Army Air Forces as part of the Military 
Establishment of the United States within the Department of 
War, This subject was discussed in detail in paragraphs 3 
and 4 above, 

"The postscript of your letter inquired as to my views 
regarding service opinion on the question of reorganization. 

I believe I am safe in saying that a majority of the 
rosponsible officers would heartily endorse any moaBures 
which would bring about a better coordination between the 
Army Services, but want to be assured In advance that such 
measures would accomplish that purpose without Jeopardizing 
the integrity of the Navy Including its Aviation and the 
Marine Corps. They have grave doubts as to whether H.B .2319 
has sincerity of purpose behind It or whether it ia intended 
as a first step in gaining a control over the Navy towards 
the end of depriving it of its Aviation and the Marine Corps 
and eventually reducing it to a point where it could play 
but a minor role in the National Defense. Their concern 
in this matter appears to me to be Justified by past and 
continuing statements of officers in responsible positions 
in the Army and particularly in the Army Air Forces. They 
are extremely bitter over the methods employed by those 
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officers to drive through their plene, l telleve navel 
officers in general are fearful "both of the future defense 
of tI:^pc<a^ZBtKficy of 

the lllcolihood of the provielona; of H, B. 2319 in its 
present form bocoming lav. I am. reliably Informed that 
a considerable percentage of naval aviators have reached 
the conclusion that if a separate Department of Air is 
created, naval aviation Is doomed, and have convinoed 
themselves that their individual interests best vould be 
served by transferring to the Army Air Forces and that 
the best interests of the country vould be also served by 
such transfer, supporting this conclusion vith the argument 
that if the country's military aviation is to come vholiy 
into the hands of the Army Air Forces it is essential that 
that organization have vithin it as soon as possible a 
sizeable element that understands the application of air 
power to naval warfare. The very serious effect of the 
loss of this experienced personnel from Naval Aviation Is 
obvious." - 


"You may gather from the foregoing that I do not concur 
in either H.E. 2319 or E.R. 3469 as presently drafted. Of 
the two I prefer H.R. 3469 although there are many changes 
necessary to make it suitable from the standpoint of the 
country, the Army and the Navy." 


" In view of the controversy that has been going on 
between the "Army ’ and Navy over the subject of the consolida- 
tion of the two sorvicee and the bitter feelings that have 
been aroused, it is my firm belief, that no, legislation to that . 
end should be enacted at the present time. 

"Consolidation or rather co-ordination, is a matter of 
education, a long step In this direction has been made 
through the establishment of Joint schools’, such as the 
National War College at Washington and the Armed Forces Staff 
College at Norfolk. Officers from other services attend 
the special Army and Navy schools. It will be a matter of 
several years before the officers who have passed through 
these schools arrive at positions of high authority. 

"It will take time to dispel the ill feeling that has 
arisen between the two services. This has been duo in -Dart 
to two causes : 

"(a) The efforts of the Army Air Force to hamper and re- 
strict the expansion of Naval Aviation since the days of 
General Mitchell. Naval Aviation has always been an integral 
part of the Navy. Aircraft carriers are now the "backbone 
of the fleet" but they are still Navy. 

"The Army Air Force has been working for its independence 
since the First World War. That has been their primary mis** 
Sion. At times their loyalty to the Army has been dubious. 

"(b) The Army's dislike of the U.S. Marin© Corps and its 
increased power to reduce Marin© Corps strength and efficiency 
under a Unified Department, 

"In case some legislation is considered necessary at the 
present time, I prefer H.R. 3469 to H.R, 2319. It produces 
the least disruption of the present organization. ■ It provides 
a National Defense Council on which the appropriate Committees 
of Congress are represented by their Chairmen, a most essential 
provision. 

"It leaves the Army Air Force as a part of the Army, 
where it belongs." 


^23- 


Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R0001 00020007-8 



( 

. AftprovecTEor Relea^ 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R0001 00020007-8^ > 
/^eSferrlag X B. 2319, nj principal objection ia 
to ta© separate "Air Force" proposed in that hill. The 
very name Is a misnomer, for approximately one- third of 
the air forces of the United States are nov and will re* 
main in the Wavy., But the important points are: first, 

that the difficulty of coordinating three armed services 
and their parent departments will not Just he fifty per^ 
cent greater than two, hut three times as great, for three 
main linlcs of cooperation or coordination must he forged 
instead of one; second^ that the additional expense of 
the new Independent Department of the Air Force will offset 
many of the alleged economies which the proponents claim 
for it, I am confident that the Air Force would insist 
upon its own supporting corps and services, duplicating 
some of those in the Army, such as the Ordnance Corps and 
the Signal Corps, for Instance. 


While cooperation, or the lack of it, between Army 
Ground and Army (or independent) air forces is principally 
their concnern, and not the Wavy’s, I cannot refrain from 
remarking that there seem to he two major activities of 
growing Importance in modern warfare which involve both 
these types of forces, and which, it seems to me, will he 
accomplished more efficiently by their remaining in one 
service than by separating. These functions are: (a), the 
antlalrcraf "fe defense, by a combination of air and ground 
weapons, of both fixed and mobile ground positions, and (b), 
tha^a^^ of airborne troops* I think these’ 

Important ac-tlvities dictate an even closer bond between our 
air and. ground forces, rather than a separation of one from 
the otherw The sam>e thing is* true of tactical air support 
of ground force combat operations. In fact, it seems to 
me; that^the only possible excuse for a separate air force 
is st^ power.' Numerous aviators believe strategic 

bombing by manned airplanes is obsolescent / General of the 
Army H. H. Arnold-, Commanding General of the Army Air Forces 
in World War: II, has expressed this thought by saying that 
the recent war was the "last war of the pilots”.' If that is 


so 


and strategic bombing la to be succeeded by guided missile 


bombardment, surely no new and separate armed service is 
necessary, since the latter type of arm will be essentially 
nothing more than a glorified form of artillery. 


-p -hT the creation of a complete new secretaryship 

of National Defense, aa proposed In H. R. 2319 , with con- 
siderable apprehension. In the first place, the position 
will surely lessen the prestige of the present Secretaries 
of War and the Wavy, and may render difficult the procure- 
ment of men of stature to occupy those posts. Then there 
will be a constant tendency to overdo the consolidation Job 
to search out dissimilarities and duplications in materiel ^ 
or procedures in the various armed services, • and arbitrarily 
eliminate them, when in some cases, for best efficiency 
they should not be eliminated, lest each service enarge^vlth 
some weapon or procedure which is a reasonably good compromise 
but not quite good enough for maximum efficiency for any ^ 

one service. And in war, "almost-good-enough” weapons or 
tactics usually have the same value as second-best poker hand. 


There is also the danger of losing time in having to 
refer too many matters to the super- secretary for decision. 

matters aa are really of Joint concern should often 
be left to direct negotiation between the two organizations 
for settlement; Army and Wavy Ordnance settled many such pro- 
blems between them smoothly and expeditiously in World War IX. 
But that method probably would not satisfy some of the strong- 
minded officers who would inevitably be drawn to the super- 
secretary as his assistants. Too often, they might feel the 
necessity of persuading the Secretary of National Defense to 
powers of coordination to effect some economy of 
material or manpower, and thus incur delay, whereas the third 
element of war atrength, time . might he the moat important, 
in other words, proper decentralization of effort and 
authority hecomea more difficult if the top management ho^ one? 
too ponderous, 
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the new secretaryship^ undoubtedly some would eventually he 
achieved. Whether they would offset the additional expense 
of the separate Department of the Air Force, and the new 
superimposed administrative echelon, only time would tell. 
In peace, with the volume of purchasing greatly reduced, I 
have serious doubts as to any net gain. 


^'Your alternative hill, H. B. 3469, seems to correct 
most of the defects in H. B. 2319 which I have noted above. 

I like the "Coordinator of National Defense" better than 
the "Secretary of National Defense", as it describes better 
the only functions which I believe this administrative 
echelon should perform. 

"Summing up, I believe the Army Air Forces have, in 
the recent war, demonstrated their great value to the 
national security, ’ and have earned the right to complete 
parity with the Army Ground Forces, instead of remaining 
a mere supporting corps. But I see no need for a completely 
separate air service. I fully believe it will be more 
expensive, and no more efficient, than the present (not 
the prewar), organization. Also, I would prefer a Coordinator 
of National Defense, with limited authority, to a new super- 
secretary with complete supervision over the armed services 
departments. , 

V. * ■ ■ ■ ^ 

^ reply to your letter of May the sixteenth 

in which you asked my comment on H.B, 3469. . Before making 
that comment I must state that ever since 1 first heard of 
the so-called "merger" of the armed services, I have been 
ala3:mied at the possible impacts of a merger on effective 
national security. - I can visualize no effective national 
nor international security that will be effective without 
e highly mobile, • closely integrated Navy fabricated to 
exercise air-sea power against any enemy. I become appre- 
hensive, therefore, when under a merger the Navy appears 
to be considered entirely of ships, and air power seems 
to be defined as all-inclusive of. every means of bringing 
Aviation to bear against the enemy. A modern Navy must 
be largely an Air Navy and it must have every facility It 
requires to support that Air Navy and to use it for its 
designed purpose; that is, initially as a spearhead (and a 
sustained spearhead atthat) against the enemy; and later 
as the on-the-epot mobile pounding force which enables 
amphibious forces to do their Jobs. 

"To repeat, my unease about the merger was occasioned 
by my belief that undor amerger Naval Avlatldn would dis- 
appear and with it the Navy would disappear.. 

"The past war, however, demonstrated very clearly that 
there must be closer coordination of the various armed 
services to obtain the greatest Impact in the shortest time 
against an enemy. There must be closer planning for war 
including, not only strategic plans, but also logistic 
plans; there must be closer coordination of training and 
training methods, but that coordination should not be exer- 
cised to the point where individual armed services become 
weakened to the point of impotence. 


"I have been apprehensive over the formation of a i:hlrd 
executive department to be known as the Department of the Air 
Force because throughout the years of my service in Naval 
Aviation the proponents of "Single Air Force^ have sharp- 
shot at Naval aviation, belittling it and stating as early 
as 1925 that. the carrier was obsolescent. And even now 
there is too much talk of restricting the functions of 
Naval Aviation* s shore based aircraft to patrol the sealaneo, 
to anti-submarine warfare and to the protection of shipping. 
The Navy should have the bombers to hit, at once, the 
menaces to the sea lanes that the searchers and patrollers 
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jflnd. In World War II the Navy patrol-homhers did Just 
that and there wa© no question, that I know of, as to their 
right and duty to attack, 

"Certainly no on© with my long association with aviation 
can b© other than an enthusiast f or ,air power but, on the 
other hand, my experience convinces me that ground forces 
and Naval surface forces and aviation are mutually dependent 
upon each other to the extent that no armed service should 
be deprived of that air power which is required to impose 
its will on the enemy. 

"I like the declaration policy in H. E. 3^6?. It seems 
to assure to the elements of the military structure the 
balanced forces necessary for the exercise of their roaponei- 
bilities. Furthermore , the declaration policy provides for 
a sufficiently autonomous strategic air force to permit the 
proper development of that air force without having it engulf 
everything that flies to the detriment of other armed forces, 

"If the concept of future warfare envisages air borne 
armies largely supported by air, it seems entirely proper 
that the proper Integration and cooperation between the 
Army and the Air Force will be assured by placing both of 
them under the Secretary of War without strangulating effect 
on either one. However, I cannot see that a single promotion 
list for the Air Force will have any healthful unifying 
effect within the War Department, 

"Eegarding the Coordinator of National Defense, I like 
the description of his duties with the restrictions imposed 
on his activities^ 

. "The National Defense Council appears to be large and 
may be unwieldy when quick decisions must be made. I like 
the idea of bringing representatives of the Congress into 
the Council, but it might be advisable to reduce the total 
membership of the Council to provide for a smaller organlza«- 
tion. 


" Summarizing ; H. E* 3469, for the present, seems t,o 
spell out the functions of the Armed Services in more 
dependable form than does H. E. 2319 ." 


"Eegarding H. E, 2319 , I am In agreement with Secretary 
Forrestai and Admiral Nimitz, providing that this bill is 
not a foot in the door for future emasculation of Naval 
aviation or the Marine Corps for the Navy or for tanks 
for the Army or for strategic air forces for the Air 
component, " 


"I shall try to be brief. I feel that I am expressing 
the thought of many officers, in that many of us fear that 
the Navy and the Marine Corps may lose that complete autonomy 
in the conduct of its own affairs which we feel necessary 
In the best interests of national defense. We feel that any 
unification bill which may allow one man control of the 
destinies of the armed forces may be to the detriment of 
the Navy In the inner councils where two or more opinions 
or votes (one for the Army and one for the Air Force) night 
obtain against one for the Navy, 

"We of the Navy hold the tradition that our service is 
the strongest instrument by which our natlon^s policies may 
be upheld throughout the world. We are trained and are 
accustomed to sail to the farthest reaches of the earth 
and stay there in support of these policies. We view with 
apprehension the tendency on the part of some of our people 
to believe the doctrines currently advanced by the Air Forces 
that they may take over thfa tradiiional rolo of the Navy 
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and fly to the uttemost reaches of the earth to enforce our 
policies vith a show of force. We knov this premise ia 
unsound — - Just as unsound as many of the other radical 
ideas propounded in our public prints by the rabid advocates 
of - air pover, vho vould carry on all wars from the air alone. 

. W© are not unmindful of the fact that a majority of our citi- 
sens were ready to believe the pronouncemont s of deSeversky 
in 1942, and though these pronouncements have now been 
thoroughly discredited, tjiat many of the generals of our 
Army Air Corps are making similar statements for public 
consumption today — with Just as little factual sense — 
but^wlth the obvious objective of influencing public opinion 
in favor of unification of the armed services. 

3 testimony of Admiral King, General 

Vandegrift, General Merritt Edson and others there can be 
no doubt that in the opinion of many the provisions of this 
bill might possibly allow the Army and the Air Corps together 
to overslaugh the Wavy to the detriment of the beet interest 
of our national armed strength. Personally. I feel the same 
way about it. 

V 4.x is undoubtedly pointing the way toward "push 

button developments. If unification of the services is to 
lead us to. a position whereby the Army Air Corps is to push 
all the buttons -- as stated publicly by some of the Air Corps* 
more extreme spokesmen --wo shall be led to a position 
detrlmentaX; to our national security. Unification legisla- 
tion must, definitely ensure that there be no such single 
control. " , , . V ^ 


V The qtuestlon arises ah- tOovhether the Army and the Wavy 
should be tied together at the top administrative level of the 
armed foremen through the medium of a single Secretary of 
Armed Forces or whether, below the President and the Supreme 
civil coordinating agencies mentioned above, the Army and the 
Wavy should each have its top civilian administrative official, 
with inter-agency bddles to insure cooperative functioning. 

"Based on an experience of l6 years in Washington, during 
which I have had many contacts with the various Departments 
of the Executive and Legislative Branches of our Government, 

I am firm in my opinion that if we are to have the best Arm:r 
and the s t Wavy within the limitations of our financial 

resources, they must be kept separate administratively. 

This conclusion is founded on my conviction that with 
one Secretary of the Armed Forces, whether ho be, in fact, 
the administrative head of those forces or whether he be 
somewhat of a figurehead, as proposed by the so-called 
Collins War Department Plan, he will Inevitably be dominated 
by one or the other branch of the Armed Forces and, depending 
upon the limitations of his authority, that branch will be 
more or less favored at the expense of the other. The two 
(or three) branches (three if wo have a completely separate 
Strategic Air Force) will be In a continuous struggle for the 
favor of the Secretary, I .hope that this does not sound too 
derogatory with respect to the Independence of thought of 
the proapoctive Secretary of the Armed Forces, I know from 
experience, that it will work out that way. 

The principle reason for my conclusion, however, is that, 
with separate civilian Secretaries having administrative con- 
trol of the separate branches of the Armed Forces, each 
Secretary reporting to separate Committees of Congress and 
making hla needs known to those Committees each service will 
have greater opportunities to make known its requirements 
and thus to overcome to some extent, at least, the proverbial 
opposition to the development of the Armed Forces in time of 
peace. In other words, we will come closer to obtaining the 
essential support for each branch of the armed forces, if 
“^^®y plead their cases to Congress separately. 
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’’VJhile the Army and Navy ar© taeically military organlxa- 
tlons, they. aro also huge husineae enterprises. In tima of 
war vorId« 

In ,tlne of peace they must h© organized for rapid and effi- 
cient expansion to their war magnitudes. One of the chief 
advantages claimed hy the advocates of merger has to do .with 
the conduct of the Army and Navy as Tbusiness enterprises and 
particularly with the procurement of goods and services. 

”In this area, it is claimed that the proposed merger 
would result In lowered costs and greater efficiency hy 
reason of elimination of duplication and reduction of overhead 
Staffs in such matters as : 

(a) Production, procurement and inspection, 

(h) Storage, packaging and issue, 

(c) Transportation and distrihutlon. 

(d) Construction of facilities. 

(©) Mobilization and training. 

(f) Housing of troops and workers. 

(g) Medical facilities. 

(h) Disbursing, accounting and auditing. 

(i) Communications. 

(j) Internal Security. 

(k) Real ©state acquisitions and disposals. 

(l) Research and development. 

(m) Administration and management. 

"In an effort to avoid pure speculation, I have studied 
the experiences of several of our large industrial organiza- 
tions, where the claimed advantages would accrue if the 
reasoning of the advocates of merger la correct, 

"The two greatest business organizations in America, 
greater in magnitude of operations in time of peace than the 
Army and the Navy are the U. S, Steel Corporation and the 
General Motors Corporation, For the years between wars, 
the Corporations spent more money and did more purchasing 
than the Army and Navy . Therefore, since the corporations 
occupy an intermediate position between Army-ITsvy peace time 
and wartime activities, it la reasonablo to assume that pro- 
curement policies of these highly successful business enter- 
prises will give us something of a guide for proper Army- 
Navy procurement organization. 

"It may surprise you to learn that neither U. S. Steel 
nor General Motors operate consolidated procurement services. 

IT. S, Steel is made up of 3^ companies each of which purchases 
its own requirements in competition with the others as well 
as with outside purchasers. Each subsidiary company operates 
almost entirely Independently, its president having practically 
a free hand. If he falls to make a profit, some one else 
gets his Job; but the parent co?:poration gives him no ready- 
made alibis for failure by imposing reatrictioas on his 
freedom of thought and action. 

"Consolidation in the case of these great industrial 
organizations brings very definite gains in such top policy 
matters as labor relations, financial resources, selling 
practices, and business contacts. But great care is taken 
to leave with the responsible officers of each subsidiary 
complete freedom to exercise their ingenuity and individual 
talents* 

"Private enterprise has learned through hard experience, 
that mere size does not in itself promote efficiency and 
that the absence of competition within a largo organization 
may be the cause rather than the preventative of waste. 

"The Army and the Navy is, each individually too large 
for efficient consolidation in procurement. For this reason 
both Departments have largely decentralized their procuramehu 
functions to the component organizations within their own 
structures . In the Navy, procurement has actually been dis- 




Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R0001 00020007-8 



Approve^J For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R0001 00020007 

pereed so that the varloua Materiel Bureaue are nov to a 
considerahle degree their own procurement agencies for 
their own specialized technical ecjuipment* Adequate 
coordination is provided hy the Material Division of 
the Assistant Secretary's Office. 

"This decentralization of procurement has contrlhu*ed 
notably to the speed and effectiveness with which the fleets 
and their supporting activities have been eorved. It has 
concentrated the responeibility for achieving an end objec- 
tive In a particular Bureau and it has given that Bureau 
all of the authority necessary to accomplish its mission. 

If a Bureau were dependent upon someone else for the per- 
formance of one or more of its vital functions, it would 
be helpless in the case of failures of the other party to 
males delivery. 

"We must recognize that efficient procurement in itself 
does hot necessarily mean efficient end p e r f ormanc \te may 
have an aggregation of very efficient components without an 
efficient and objective. To Illustrate: we tried out in 

the Navy Department at one time a system of centralized 
stenographic services. An executive who wanted a stenographer 
would touch a button and a stenographer would arrive from 
the central pool. It was not long before, we learned that 
while le were saving money on stenographic services, vo wore 
wasting; ths^time of our top level administrative and execu- 
tive? personnel because of the unfamlllarity of the steno- 
graphers with the specialized requirements of those they 
were, serving* 

"It is claimed that merger will eliminate competition. 
While that is true, in a sense, I cannot concede that this 
is necessarily an 'unmlxed blessing. Competition is the 
very foundation stone of American onterprlse. Monopolies 
tend to become stagnant, unresponsive, and stultified. Cn 
the other hand, competition within healthy limits leads to 
greater alertness, progresslvonese, and efficiency; and 
frequently contributes to new developments, technical advances^ 
and greater over-all effectiveness, 

"Competition between the services resulted in the 
development of the dive-bomber by the Navy. . It has been 
claimed at varloua times during this war that the Marines 
were* in competition with the Army and the Seabeea in competi- 
tion with the Army Engineers. Our war experiences has proved 
conclusively that both Marines and Seabees have their 
specialized functions to perform and both have amply Justified 
their existence. 

"Competition is the life blood of progress. To 
deliberately stifle It by consolidation would be a wanton 
waste of one of our greatest American assets.. Domination 
of the thinking of either service by officers who 4o not 
have the "feel" of that service would have ruinous effect. 

" Much point has been made of the so-called "duplication” 
of facilities between Army and Navy, Before entering upon a 
discussion of this matter, we should define just what ve 
mooin by "duplication." What we are really seeking to avoid 
i® waste resulting from the construction of excess or surplus 
:?aclliti©3. 

"Whether this excess or surplus results from the unneces- 
sary duplication by one service of facilities built by the 
other or is the result of excessive building within a service 
is not significant, since all of the money comes out of Uncle 
Samis pocket. If one of the services builds two hospitals 
when only one is needed, the sin is Just as grievous as if 
each service built a hospital when one hospital would have 
been sufficient for both. 
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excels iuildlng vlthtn a service which appears superficially 

"fl,,r,i ^ t)elleve, a diDposltlon to speak of 

duplication” of facllltieB in such manner as to give the 

S^hoth^Arm^^aL^w®^® ® amount of excess construction 

ll t ^ excess or surplus construction 

hy either service may he indicative of poor planning hy that 

Of construction Sndor'on. so?,?L J“l.l 
traif iL r P^f^®^ted such poor planning; on the con- 

agcravaJ«fl 1 ° It existed would have been 

gg vated hecause of the increase in the work load. 

"In summary, l helieve: 

Wn-tTv That the proposed for amalgamation of Army and 

fuLtlons la haLI “ a 

fallaoloua concept which emphagizes the efficiency of the 

Sllffor •'■‘■loicnt acoot.jll.wt °rtSo. 

■ - ■ ! advocates of merger erroneously assume that 

thavA-foi ® A® automatically conducive to effleloacy;' and, 
therdfo®, advocate a concentration of administrative control 

rsBuonaiv?®^^® command authority in the hands of those 
responaihle for end results. 

■ • ^ ■' 1 ■'' : 

parallel oueratlona in the various phase® 
eervice functions are not per se 
tut may well he 


' V a c w u u.upjLica-oioa , DU*& mav tjall ba 

■bo great. improTenents in ©q.uipment and xzLothodSe 

ill; I 

: J°r°ooS??J;w%T”?; l:°T’ ^ ?S”»w«tT“ 

» other hind? mireasLy efficiency, hut on the 

--- tlon, intekal difliAin^r conflicts of Jurisdlc- 

II ; 4i,.5t jcSS “?ir'”““' “* ^ « 

not b.°lmpiolcF”r cSLofuatlon^o?^ fcrc«. vocu 

..rvlc. t5.ctlo„.^.L°Srtic‘u„“ °pr5'L'r"“' 

r.ctnnirw:tiin?tir.°w“^i^^;:“. 

tlon will work effectively urovlflAfl^^h" any organlza- 

it are Imhued with enthunfnom ^2® P®°Pie who composa 

will to win hy working toaethar^^^Th °^8®°^^ation, and the 
tlon which is mIIrcondIll?r?I\Tirr"^r®' organlza- 

^Plrlt and .n«n,la.n la tHc’ 

and b7Jnd^p:;L'“,*:?'?CSJ aad“c‘??Jf 
these are achieved hy centrflLltlorli Iho 
of^policy huV.^^ 

. we military forces, 

economy to be the- controlllnw^fn2+2^ ®ust not permit 

military services are prldlltivim; Expenditures for the 
contribute to the effiolencv of +22=^ ^ degree that thay 

war. -ExpendlturL for fllcLiL 

appear to be and are in 

productive hy atlmul^tlL ^®^^ 

personnel and material fr,a ?2, development of 
tlon .hlch vlll .pa, cjp. ors.nlca- 

o«P .:^S‘ia?r.‘c'v"::rii ?St"tT 

enough to prevent wars and -t-p ? them that they are strong 

It to a ..;c...f;i »»«•. tan flsM ® 



Approved For Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R0001 00020007-8 

- 30 - 



Approveffor Release 2003/10/22 : CIA-RDP90-00610R000100020007-J^ 


'^(a) From the heglnning of consideration of the merger 
of the Armed Services I have teen opposed to the thesis that 
merger is necessary simply hecause people vho vant the merger 
say it is necessary as distinguished from serious study and 
consideration of the pros and cons» I think ve are all 
agreed that better coordination can he effected in some 
fields than existed during the war. As you must know, much 
has been accomplished along this line since the war. To 
accept, without critical examination, the views of high 
ranking Army officers, who are not the beat qualified to 
pass on naval matters, that the military forces must be merged 
is to reject past experience, particularly that of Germany In 
World War II wherein many of its internal problems were clearly 
attributable to domination of the Navy by the Army. 

• (b ) I consider that H.B. as introduced by you on 

Ih May 1947 represents a satisfactory approach to edution of 
the problem. I consider also that the statement of Fleet 
Admiral E. J King before the Senate Committee on Armed Ser- 
vices, S. 758 ^ National Security Act of 1947, and other 
testimony ho has given as to merger, should be given careful 
consideration. It was my privilege to serve on Admiral King's 
staff on three separate occasions immediately before and during 
the war. If the lucid and Intellecturally honest position he 
takes in this matter is not given due consideration, we shall 
have failed to weigh evidence that is of the best^ 

io} Xon undoubtedly recall, perhaps some six months ago, 
an article on the subject of merger by George Fielding Eliot. 
His thesis was that a few years of patient and honest examina- 
tion of what is needed is preferable to enactment of a hastily 
drawn bill which the Nation might live to regret, I believe 
also that he advanced the view that a Master in Chancery might 
well be considered. With these views I also agree. , . . . , . 

"(e) As to the opinion of the men of the service on this 
question, I have yet to talk to a naval officer who favors the 
merger in its present form, I am convinced that this opposi^ 
tion does not stem from the fact that the Army Is the principal 
proponent of the scheme but rather from a conviction - tho 
need for merger not having been demonstrated - that the Navy's 
obligations to the Country are far more important, and should 
be more convincing, than pressure, unsupported by logical 
presentation, constantly being exerted by proponents of merger. 
Put in other words, I feel - and have reason to believe that 
many others are of the same mind - that immediate merger as 
advocated would likely Jeopardize rather than improve overall 
defense and security, l also have the impression that if the 
proponents of merger would devote the energies they are now 
expending in attempting to force it down the throat of the 
Nation to an all out effort towards better coordination of 
the machinery presently available, the need for merger would 
then not appear to be so great.” 


"Admittedly, there la need for more coordination, and 
cooperation, if you will permit me. My simple opinion is 
that a start in that direction should be made now by enacting 
legislation to provide departments and agencies concerning 
which there is full agreement on all but details of member- 
ship. Further study on controversial issues seems Justified 
in view of sincere doubt as to their real benefit." 
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It appears clear ta me that whatever solution ia made 
that there are two basic matters that 
statute : ‘ 


Air Power made the predominant fd'rce. 

(b) The series of* Boards, Councils and Agencies to 
coordinate and supervise the inter-relation of 
the State Department, Armed Forces and the 
civilian economy of the country to be activated. 


V V regard to (a) above it is ay conviction that it can 
be best accomplished by establishing a three department 

® "Coordinator” as outlined in Section 
101 of your bill* However, all military and naval aircraft 
and corresponding personnel must be a part of the Air Force: 
in any operation involving aircraft as the major offensive 
ttefensive agent that the command be vested in the senior 
Air Force officer present. This is Inevitable in time of 
war Md therefore should be established as soon as possible 
so that the rough spots (and there will be plenty of them) 
can be worlced out at leisure while the stakes are low. 
Further, this la the real long range intent of the Army Air 
Force, la my opinion, and the public opinion which gained 
them autonomy will compel a later re-work of the current 
.problem if a. partial solution is now effected^” 


"While strongly concurring in the purpose of both HR 2319 
and HE 3469 , I am convinced that if HR 2319 becomes lav, there 
will be a wider separation of the various arms of the Rational 
Defense, less cooperation In command and. administration and 
greater coat for a leas effective, more cumbersome^ military 
organization ft. The bill should be termed a "Separation” bill 
rather than a "Merger" bill. An additional and even more 
alarming probable result of this bill will be the gradual 
reduction of both the Marine Corps and Naval Aviation to 
impotent forces.. This will result even though the mission 
of either or both of these services Is written into the bill 
in general terms or in detail* It will be accomplished 
simply through the powers of the Secretary of National Defense 
to finally dot ermi^ the budget estimates of the National 
Defense Establishment and control the budget program* 


"I believe that a”Secretary of National Defnnse" with 
specifically defined authority would be more effective than 
a "Coordinator". The concept of a single military "Establish- 
ment , headed by a Secretary dealing with broad policy 
assisted by department Secretaries to handle the adninistra- 
tion of the departments, seems to me to provide a sound 
framework of authority, responsibility and administrative 
machinery," 

"The idea of keeping the Army Air Force within the War 
Department by the method proposed in H.R* 3469 appeals to me. 
In fact, my personal opinion ia that close integration of 
all Army Air with other Army elements, as has been done in 
the Navy, would be even better for our military efficiency 
if an amicable partnership could be established." 
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V "Ab for a merger (vhere all the services oomlilne to 

present merger of the aea, 

ground, and air arms now existing within the Navy) I am an 
uncompromising opponent. The degree of bureaucracy Involved 
the L spell disaster. But aside from such bureaucracy 

f ioe. not .,I=t .nl no “.li 

vo«Ts or otherwise) could eliminate the schlsme which 
vlthln such a super-department. Furthermore, 

thrabsenL^orr ® seating of all military minds and 

crvfl?i??^f^ T>ureaucraoy, the screening, channelising and 
allltary thinking resulting from a single 

• Vital fJnctlfL''^’'ih Congress of one of its moat 

!'-'tln«i President and the Congress must con- 

?or Li f!^ and direct us. Clemanceau Ld good reason 

iS?t “ *= ». 

autonomy of the Air Force as 
HBS319, I again find myself in opposition. 

' a separation into three departments Lll be more 

expensive, regardless of the many theoretical savinaa claimed 

would grow to look upon every dollar 
' Aviation as a dollar out of his socket 

- aotlvlt? Lth?n”rd^ Aviation in a position of being an • 

~ awkv'f^nm^’i^* ^ convinced that any move 

'•=^0- departmental administration of our 
' ® backwards not forward. ' The Army 

f ?®^® fought a war under this system and it la 

" f Its performance compares 
^ount?leL^^^^ strategic bombing operations of other 

e,r,.T "5 ^®c°Snl2e the deep schism existing between the ground 
and air arms of the Army but I cannot see how this schism can 
iLlntiLi?/“''/+^*‘ separation (the three-departmental system) 

one-departmental system). Only patience 

^^® ^ Relieve the bill that 

you have introduced follows this sound method of approach." 


^ "It is my personal view that the Navy, as organized 

eiulpped to carry out its essen- 
flA-pana *Aat of control of the seaways vital to the 

defense of this country. Any law which might disrupt thie 
balance, nor or possibly in the future, I would consider as 
National Security. I, of course, realise 
that closer co-operation between the Army and the Navy 
represents increased efficiency and economy; but I believe 

hlLrv*^Lfl°+^ ^®® played in the United States 

hl^ry, and the vital role the British Navy has, in the pest 
played in world history should not be lost sight of." * 


fA,. say, however, that I fully realize the need 

for such coordination of the Armed Services as will 

provide for team work between the Services both 
in pe^c^ and in var.^' 


"In view of the wide 
conaolldat Ion of the arme 
realist Ic comp romi sea ^ 1 
a aound recommendation. 


divergence of vlewa concerning the 

d aervlcea and the noceaaity for 
cannot, in the time available offer 
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* At the risk of over siiapliflcatlon on a very compli- 
cated and controversial sutject. It is my firm conviction 
that if there is created a separate Department of Air, 

Kaval Aviation vill he subjected to ultimate and inevitable 
strangulation, a similar trend vill develop with regard to 
the Marine Corps, and organizational barriers vill exist 
vhich vill prevent the full realization of possible tactical 
air support for the Army Ground Forces. 

I believe that these possibilities are so real as to 
offer a threat to national security which will far outweigh 
the advantagoa of a three Department system. I am therefore 
definitely opposed to HB 2319 and favor HB 3469 in its stead. 

Begardless of the final bill which may be passed, your 
efforts to obtain and evaluate the views of responsible per- 
sonnel on a broad basis are of inestimable value to the 
nation. So few people appreciate the fact that our national 
existence may be determined by the work that you are doinft 
at this time. ” 


”It is a bit . difficult to put down my specific objec- 
tions to this conception of a National Security Organization, 
but 1 Just don*t like it* It gives too much power into 
the hands of a non-elective officials It .would permit 
changes in composition and organization without sufficient 
knowledge of resultant effectiveness or ineffectiveness. 

It reduces the prestige of both Army and Navy, and thus 
also tends to lower morale and ’"esprit de corps", both of 
which are vital in fighting forces. 

"I am in full agreement not to set up a separate air 
department. Such a separate department will be sure to 
increase the expense of the military requirements, for there 
is sure to be developed an organization as largo as the 
War or Navy Departments. 

’’May you have success In your efforts to arrive at an 
effective national security structure for I believe you are 
on the right track, and more power to you*^ 


"I believe that the organization structlon as set forth 
in HE 3469 more nearly meets the objections which have been 
raised against HB 2319. I feel your bill provides a more 
effective integration of all departments and agencies con- 
cerned with national defense. I prefer the title of Coordina- 
tor of National Defense, which I believe to be more accurately 
descriptive of the functions contemplated for this high 
office, to the title of Secretary of National Defense. In 
my opinion the coordinator should not be the head of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. I feel it is unsound to make a 
civilian the head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or give him 
membership since' moat all of the functions are strictly 
military. One of the greatest advantages o^* your bill 
(HE 3469) is its basic concept of a coordinated two depart- 
ment organization which is more sound than a three department 
organization. I believe in this concept IOO5J' for the answer 
of our national defense problems. 

"In diagraming your bill (HE 3469 J in comparison with 
the organizational pattern of HE 2319, I think that in 
general the top of the pattern (composition of membership 
and flow of responsibility) is better in your bill HE 3469 
with respect to the Coordinator for National Defense Council 
National Defense Council, National Defense Eesourcea Board, ^ 
Central Intelligence Agency, Munitions Board, Beeearch and^ 
Development Board, than in BUr HE 2319. I. strongly feel 
that there should be a two department organization. Army and 
Navy with Air predominant in both by statute, with the ground 
forces and surface forces (excepting submarines) playlna 
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roles. From the lessons we have learned from World War II 
It is shown that air will 'become increasingly predominant 
in the years to come. So I say to give it the place it so 
rightly deserves in the nation's military structure now. 

It has 'been said that no department of national defense 
should "be in essence huilt around any specific weapon 
(airplane). I disagree as the airplane is not a specific 
weapon but is a carrier of many weapons.” 


”I beiievo, therefore, that there la no more need for 
a separate Army Air Force than there is for a separate Wavy 
Air Force* Each has its mission closely coordinated with 
that of the Army and Wavy respectively, and their separation 
from those services would, to my mind, only tend to make 
coordination in time of war more difficult. 

”My final recommendations are as follows: 



"Make no change in present organization of War and Wavy 
Departments with regard to merging same; 

"Strengthen present coordination of activities of War 
and Wavy Department by the Joint Chiefs of Staff} 

■ more naval member to the present Joint Chiefs 

of Staff, this member to be the senior naval aviator on duty 
in the Wavy Department; and 

-''^"Initiate a comprehensive study of supply problems of 
both Departments with a view to unification of control of 
oertaln features of their supply bureaus.” 



"In regard to the Secretary of National Defense, I 
would much prefer that his duties of coordination be 
effected by a "Coordinator" or "Assistant President" or 
a "Deputy President" and that the Secretaries of the 
three services remain in the President's Cablne* It is 
basic and fundamental in our country that the military 
be subordinate to the civil authority- Therefore, it is 
highly desirable that the civilian head of each of the 
armed services be in a position strongly to present the 
requirements of each service without having to ^by-pass 
a Secretary for National Defense, 

"It is my belief that the Air Force should be an 
integrated part of the Army (as in H. R. 3 ^ 69 ). However, 
the Air Force has succeeded in breaking away from the 
Ground Forces and has convinced the vast majority of the 
citizens of our country that its Importance warrants a 
separate Department. Therefore, the separate Air Force 
is acceptable to me and I have every belief that, one© 
established, it will cooperate with the other armed ser- 
vices." 


"On the other hand the bill H. E. 2319 seems to mo to 
have certain outstanding merits, which are the War Council, 
the provisions for the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint 
Staff, the Munitions Board, the Research and Development 
Board, and the three agencies for the coordination of 
national security, that is, the National Security Council, 
the Central Intelligence Agency, and the National Security 
Resources Board. In summary, I would be relatively happy 
with H.R, 2319 were the Secretary of National Defense to be 
replaced by a Coordinator, leaving the three departmental 
secretaries as Cabinet members, or, if the Cabinet were 
enlarged by two, that is, the Secretary of National Def'inee 
and the Secretary of the Air Force, " 
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"I conalder that your hill H.E. 3469, proTldea a 

national defenes for the reason that it retains 
the two- department organization of the services. 

"I am opposed to the establishment of a third depart- 
ment because I believe it ia only natural that a separate 

llLlnrUl"". tr develop along lines of inde- 

pendent air action to the detriment of real coordination 

O^r T^etween the army, navy and air elements of 

PAW hla A dt was apparent that the British 

o 'd®'^edop®d on the concept that the air force would 
fight separately and independently of other forces and 
« interest was shown in the reauirements of the army 

ecJinmlnt^?^ support or in the development of suitable 
equipment for the execution of these vital functions. Thle 
was particularly apparent in the lack of development of 
carrier axroraft, or for that matter, of carriers themaelvaa." 


purpose of your letter was to elicit a 
perfectly fr^k statement from me on this subject and r 
aa between the two plans, H.B. 2319 will be pro- 
3469!" ® r®®ults than your plan as contained in 


I do not believe that the central coordinating 

® Secretary of Hatlfnsl 
2319. This belief is not 

hoa belief that no one individual 

a^> 8 orb the mass of data that must be 

Secniltr^««®v°*'® ^ decision affecting the National 

Security can be made. It is my belief that such vital 

= President after 

consultation with a group of experts who have made a 
complete study of the problem. 

mi + i = 1 ^? ^*^® Organizational Outline under' 

®* 3 *t -96 is more appropriate, ia 

control required, than 

nowfii n-p A ?■ gives the Secretary of Defense 

power of decisions in the War Council. H, E. 3^96 places 
the power of decision in the President. ^ 

funda"wi?i^^®^®^^T^®^x®I® appreciable savings in 

Air^Por^fi^rtv "‘^^® ®®'>^®^llshmenta of a separate 

Air Fore® or by combining the Marines with the Army. The 

^°^® will require the same funds, 
thJ accomplishment, regardless of 

assigned to perform the mission. Certain 
specialised equipment and personnel will be required for 
special (or different) types of warfare." ^<>r 


/, leglelation before the Congress to unify the 

rmed Services (H.E. 2319) fails in its purpose for several 

unification by creating a third department, namely the 

S’orces. At a time when Integration 
the should be the result which we are seeking, 

i step is a decentralization followed by a super- 
do^art^fn+f all-powerful secretary over the two present 
thin^^ n ^®^^ third department. Organlzatlonallv 

thin •'^aother feature which should make 

for thA^M '^“^®®l^a^l® 1® the failure to provide safeguards 
for the Marine Corps and Naval Aviation at a time when 

thein^^ff^?®''® *^® ^0^®®a l^ave committed 

themselvea In writing as to their concept of the future 

roles of both of the^e Naval ‘branchea. But even if thi.^ 
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tlon i-aice ror Instance the case of Naval Avia- 

onS’na?Sr«i%« te eetabllBheSrit il 

this department to^n°the^Ltho^i+ ® whole vould consider 
In due Lursrthls deuaJtmenJ on military aviation, 

out to Congreas In futui>e probably would point 

of Haval Aviation and thnt +>. perform all the misalone 

for that branch ?oLv^! tt ^ necessity 

naval Aviation is no Integral arm, 

warfare. Consequently the weapon In modern 

io the final relecation '’°*^°lusion to be reached 

force to a aeaeoiS“e?viL » flShtlag 

«ov..oM. Of tl.. Ofound 

Army Air Forces ^^tbelr'^one various rank in the 

Army Ground Forces thav -p to get free of the 

best interests of the Air Porn«!^^^ through the years the 

Aw, .hloi I .m f«ood*?o ^ 1 %“ ?r?f 5 r 

as I sympathize with +hd»-i». true. However, as much 

that tClr amMtiiis bl I realize 

■ «"L"lntr:iirj:°rof ?« depar%m:nt% wlt^N:^;! 

F o? 

I say that. It lI lnevJtaiL that tf ® recognized, 

air warfare sea ZL ^ officers schooled la 

gravitate to the hlRh command will by necessity 

occurs, we ^lll havftharth Services. When that 

in theVorll, a comJleJe A^mv anf fighting force 

indoctrinated In thS p^LclSerof\irkJn^® thoroughly 

fare. And the quicLat mo«+ all kinds of modern war- 

as Indicated in your”blll*'*”^l” 2 l*^ht^°dd ayatem, coordinated 
few of those ^ho feL Ht\nl > ^^te 

the duties of that office mlaht ®°^~®i®o'toral coordinator. 
President." ® the Vice 


matters'’i«rieaili®sett!eni^^^“ whether these 

fH B 2^10^ settled by the proposed legislation 

trs:i?obLr ® 

concluded that the need for d«f?ni+ however, I 

00 great, and that H H P'aio®^^^^^® action of some sort was 
that couid Se SSL fo^in^th ®° ®\°®® ^®l«e the beat 


"I am opposed to the bill for a ver-fa+Tr ^-p 
main objection however ia >11= ^ variety of reasons. My 

the blll.^°Addltionailv^^T^d^®®°+*^® major objection to 

of this bill onn^ ? ^ understand how the proponents 

1° zi fdr; -oo..,x^Lr.T’ 

passage of the bill can fan to An « fuf® ®®® *^® 

to the cost of the Nation, e armed es^LJiXenJ . 
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uvxj.u.ai^ 

riej^se zoD JT lurza: : t^r/^^LFP^i^uuo aanv 

I aripp?^5%0 tS familiar with the auhject 

every JerJon =' 2319. Practically 

un at +« r»«'h 7 VI- ^ have discussed "the Question la 

falrneae that^'there are^undouhwV ^ ®^7 la 

who think that H B p^io some in the naval eerviea 

personally know Of t ^°°®P^^ahle plan, I do not 

admlnlatratiSrol the^C/n° top 

there are maS feolll ^ 

The fundamental faults of H.B* 2319 are* a nm-p-f^o 
tion^or merger into a single estahllshient I^flot. f 

relfiation®^^°+u^®*®^^ practically unlimited powers- (3) 

?fon- iiitv. ar.L° “flV T“°'*- 

promote economy. a third department will not 

T am Bather than go in to a lengthy discussion of H B 9'5 '>q 

^ study on an organisation fo^ 
national security, together with the draft of a hill to 

very similar to your bill E. R. 3469.” , 10 


Both He He 2319 and H«R» 3^^9 appear to fulfill 

M ?o?iowsf ^319, in my opinion, are 

+ Secretary of national Defense appears to have 

too much power, particularly over the budget. 

the Bill! functions of the Services are not defined in 

for separating^the^LmrAirpJJcrfJom^L^ALr ®But thtr^ 
apears to have been accomplished, practically* alJead^ L. 

general trend throughout the world^ 

^he^naJaywil^Jf the®reductlon o^ 

50I t^t^ councils of our national defense from 

^ V3%, th© greater difficulty of effectlna real 

byiLyAini?J'tr\*^®yfl?®®"' interference 

oy Army AID with the Naval Air and its proper function. 

lose I^bSeyyaJuf!^^ Secretary of Navy (and War) 

T o 0 u p i m ar 1 20 , Xbellev© ■hiiA+' ttp coin 

XX afford a satisfactory solution of the nroblem of 
coordlnaMng the Armed Services. I believe^further that thl- 

officers majority of other naval 

orrioers. The greatest apprehension has been the fear that 

functions which properly belong 

^isht attempt doing away 

“■’■■j; r‘!5‘ -‘"ll-'-eO or P.Lciri; llLt.no. 

I believe that the Bill, modified as stated, would provldr 
adequate protection against these possibilities." 
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”1 am in favor of the merger bill nov under consideration 
by the Congress (HE2319). I have only slight miagivings rela- 
tive to the power given the Secretary of National Defense be- 
cause I have confidence that the man appointed to that 
important office^ assisted by his War Council, would impar- 
tially utilize all of the armed Services in the best interests 
of our country, I believe the proposed structure can be 
effective, efficient, and economical,”. 


“One very simple approach to reducing the effectiveness 
of any particular service is through the Budget, It la batter 
to have someone connected with the services establish an over- 
all budget and a budget for each service than to have the 
present national Budget Officer state that there will be a 
certain percentage cut acroae the board, regardless of the 
needs of any particular service, A "Secretary of National 
Security” can serve a very useful purpose in this regard as 
well as in the broad policy field." 






I "Militarily there is no need for either an. over-all 
Secretary of the Armed Forces or for a separate air force. 
Economy alone speaks forcibly against the establishment of 
addltlonalvbttreaus, .departments or agencies .within the armed 
forces organisation,- eapeclally when they add nothing to the 
national security, but.^> on -the other hand tend, to weaken the 
military establishment. ; Our -experience has clearly demon- 
strated the necessity of .integrating the air power of both 
the^'Army and the Navy within those services., . Economy and 
coordination between and within the services can be accom- 
plished by Joint committees without the additional overhead 
of an administrative organization with a secretary to exercise 
control over and direct the military services." 


"My personal opinion as to the merits of H.B, 2319 happen 
to coincide with the opinions so ably presented by General 
Tandegrift at your committee hearings. . I see no objection 
to some form of a merger of the Armed Services, provided such 
a merger will affect the economy and efficiency of operation. 

I am concerned as a Marine Officer in seeing that my Corps 
does not lose its Identity nor have its traditonal functions 
curtailed or completely eliminated by this proposed legislation; 
The suggested change in language proposed by General Tandegrift, 
which I have Just read in the current Army-Navy Register, would, 
if enacted, insure against any such posBiblllty. ” 


"Referring to question 1 (b), the suitability of H.R. 2319 
to accomplish the purposes outlined above, I doubt it. Doubt- 
less it could be amended to accomplish the purposes specified 
in paragraph 3 itb), (c) and (d), relative to Marine Corps and 
Naval Aviation in particular. Probably, it could be amended 
to define more specifically powers for the Secretary of 
Natinnal Defense. Admiral Nimltz is reported to have stated 
that if Congress feels H. R. 2319 should be so amended, "he 
certainly would have no objection". 

"Regarding question 1 (c), suitability of your alternate 
bill, H.R. 3^69, in my personal view it would be preferable 
although certain amendments might be desirable. Objections tc 
it have been raised that it does not provide: (a) a War Council; 
(b) a Single Secretary with adequate power of decision; (c ) 
definite provision for integrating appropriations for ail ser- 
vices; , (d) inclusion of military membership in National Defense 
Resources Board; (e) a separate Air Force. , 
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'*Irt my opinion, the natural and Inevitable result of the 
establishment of a third department within the single depart- 
ment of National Defense will be the eventual elimination of 
Naval Aviation and the U. S. Marine Corps. If the Public and 
the Congress believe this will better provide for National 
Security it is their prerogative and duty to decide and act 
accordingly. I submit that the Public should not be deceived 
as to what is taking place however. Nor, in my opinion should 
the issue be confused by claims regarding economy. The 
criterion here is the effectiveness as a National Security 
measure.” 


”If it has now been determined by the Congress that the 
President’s Cabinet, for whatever reasons, is incapable of 
coordinating effectively the departments of the Government 
including the Military Services, and therefore find it essen- 
tial through legislation such as H.fi. 2319 or H.R. 3h69, to 
insure coordination not only of the Military Services, but 
of this country’s entire economic and manpower potential for 
atomic warfare, then I favor, at least for the foreseeable 
future, a bill such as H. R. 3^69 rather than H.R. 2319. 

^ ”I do not subscribe to the creation of a separate auto- 
nomous United States Air Force. Human nature being what it is, 
believe that this would inevitably spell the doom of Naval 
and Marine Ayiatl oh under the guise of ”economy” and "elimina- 
tion of duplication”. These two catch by lines have a great 
appeal during peace, and are used to railroad through measures 
which would take the tools from ths hands of persons responsible 
for missions in war.” 



”What I fear, however, la that passage of H. R. 2319 would 
result eventually in a weakened naval establishment lacking 
naval air units to conduct anti-submarine warfare emd protect 
naval task forces, with no comparable Air Force units capable 
of performing these missions. The present Army Air Force haa 
little conception of the problems connected with operations 
involving close coordination with naval task forces, and is not 
likely to exert sufficient effort, time, and funds to prepare 
units for these specialized assignments.” 

"With regard to H. R. 3 ^ 69 , I concur in general with the 
provisions of the bill, but I believe the choice of the title 
"Coordinator of National Defense" was unfortunate. In many 
q.uarters there is a certain onus attached to the term "Coordi- 
nator”. I can see no need for any title other than "Chairman, 
National Defense Council”. There are many who believe the 
duties of the office should be assigned to the Vice President 
when we have one. I think that is a good idea, but might 
require a constitutional amendment." 


"In the various comments which I have seen, I have been 
most impressed by the testimony of Fleet Admiral King and Mr. 
Ferdinand Eberstadt, and I definitely recommend that moat 
serious consideration be given to their testimony and recommenda- 
tions, particularly that testimony recently given before the 
Senate Committee.” 
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when vd have Just fought the greatest war in the history of the 
world successfully with, a set-up which has been the subject of 
argument, experiment and improvement since the birth of this 
nation; And now, of all times , we are trying to chango a 
proven system in such a manner that our national security nay 
seriously jeopardized. For at least 5 years, and more 
nicely, 10 years, what we know about warfare and the tools we 
use therein will be very similar to World War II. Great ohanses 

machinery now to ensure their 

efficient usage, coordination and development. We should maia- 
tain that system until another system is proven better. I say 
that we have no right, no basis, for such change now though 
aerinitely, I do believe that certain changes' are in order. 

Those changes, however^ are in general agreement among all 
services and are based on war experience. They deal primarily 

procurement^ command functions, etc. These changes, together 
with the majority of organizational changes envisioned in the 
National Security Act of 19^7, most people heartily agree to. 
Therefore, let's adopt these changes forthwith. Let's function 
under , these changes for a couple of years', at least. Then, 
let's see where we stand." 



"I have beien deeply concerned- over the proposed unifica- 
tion ever since it came to my notice in the fall of 19^5. I 
®PPr®hensive over the resultsto the Navy and the 
Natloai ,I am opposed •to the H.H. 2319 for the foliowlna 
principal reasons* ■ 

: .iL" I believe that the political Md military 
powers accruing to an office of such magnitude 
• are too grea-t for any non-eleoted official of the 
government. .. 

„ (^ ) I considei* “that too znuch. is left to^chanoo In 

that the authority* of the proposed Secretary q.ver 
: the various Departments is not clearly defined^ 


Regarding H. R. 3469 I favor this or a similar hill 
except that I helleve the Coordinator of Rational Defense 
should not he included in the memhership of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, hut in his stead the Chief of Staff to the President 
as is the present practice.” 



"In response to your letter of May 2J, 1947, I must say 
that your proposed hill, H. E. 3469^ comes nearer to my idea 
of the ^merger* or ‘unification' than anything as yet'.suggeateci, 

” I like the two-department idea with autonomy for the 
‘Army Air Porce. * I»m fearful lest under H., R. 2319 ^ irre- 
spective of the safeguards for Naval Aviation, that our 
country might he deprived of -what I consider its mohiie weapon 
namely, the aircraft carrier capahle of launching long-range 
homers, or guided missiles from- any of the. waters of -ijll© earth 
Into the heartland of our prospective enemy, 

X helleve I can state that practically all contempDrarlee 
of mine are very apprehensive ahout the pending merger legia-- 
latlon, and hold .views similar to mine.” 


"As for my general comment on the proposed consolidation, 
I am personally in agreement with the official position of the 
Navy Department. " 
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"In general, I Ijelleve that I am accurate in stating zhat 
most of the experienced naval officers, vho have had no reo- 
ponsihility for the drafting- of the consolidation plan, 
helleve that it will do the Navy and the National Defense 
Irreparahl© harm. This belief sterna from the folloving: 

"1. There is too much power vested in the Secretary 
for National Defense. 

"2. While the overhead in connection with the Office 
of the Secretary of National Defense, as drafted in 
H, E. 2319, is modest, in a bureaucracy, the functions 
of an office have a habit of growing beyond all belief. 
”3* The duties and functions of the various armed 
services are not definitely drafted and delimited 
in the plan. 

”4. The duties and responsibilities as well as the 
strategic employment of the Navy, if not directly 
controlled, will be too strongly influenced by the 
military. 

"Other than the above comment it would appear that 
H. E. 3^69 is a much more practical plan to achieve coordina- 
tion than H. E. 2319." 


‘ ‘ ”^^at I ^ay say may not be constructive is to be 

regretted, since it is so easy to find flaws in any positive 
course of action yet so difficult to put forward something 
better. In this case, however, the issue is so important I 
feel entirely unsympathetic to the apparent widespread belief 
that any course is bettor than none. The safety of the 
country Is dependent on the decision in this issue. Tt is 
disturbing to mo that a precipitant' course is to be 
followed when there are such divergent views on the* matter 
held by the services who in the end must implement any 
decision that may be adopted. 

" A merger at the top with the establishment of another 
autonomous arm will not In my mind result in economy. Ve may 
not spend more but I doubt we will spend loss. The handling 
of budgets will essentialiy be unchanged since they at present 
are channelled through an executive office responsible to the 
President. 

"As for H. E. 2319 and H. E. 3^69, I consider your bill 
much the preferable of the two since I believe some of the 
thoughts above are already incorporated therein." 


"If I recollect correctly, and I believe I do, the 
original basis for all this discussion, so far as the public 
was concerned, was unification wherever overlapping functions 
existed in order to effect economies in our national defense 
and to provide for unified command in Washington. As I have 
followed this matter through the press and the reports of 
the hearings, it seems to me that the current proposed 
legislation has drifted quite far afield from the original 
concept. Economies will not be effected by the super control 
agencies which are proposed and in securing a so-called 
unified command in Washington we will establish a CS-eneral 
Staff system, the danger of which is very apparent if one 
studies German military history." 


"I am going to state in the beginning that I like the 
two- department system, outlined in your HE 3^69, and have 
never cared for the three-department setup of HE 2319. I make 
this statement based on what I have seen. 
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tlon of ^ rather critical of the forisa- 

tlon of a ^liird Independent department, that of Air, In thle 
country. My remarks are not Intended to he critical of our 

CorSfavS ^ ^^® iavy-Sa^lne 

Coru^ *?® oPPOi’^:'inlty of attending the Army Air 

f f Langley Field In I93O. There I 

Joflnv of the leaders of the Army Air Force 

Air With, under and over unite of the Army 

now In the Sputh Pacific during the past war. I never 

thiv ^ ^ Officer that I didn‘t like personally; 

till +? ®®“! ?® anybody else. However, I do not believe 

°®*® f“'i®P®°dence, as outlined in HB 2319, is 

ihoir^f®+ ^®®^ country. I believe that 

their future activities are amply protected in your HB 3469." 


m? HB 3469 as far more desirable than’ HB 2319. 

HR 3469 maintains the two- department system and, in my opinion 

Jhe ^^® elvlng it autonomy iVtilT’ 

the War Department. While there Is some doubt that the office 

> TO ofr®"" National Defense, which would be estab- 
+ HR 34.69, would have satisfactory standing and pres- 

nin various Calsinet members and others in 

oiLllllttli Defense Council, It is believed that this 

organization would be far superior, and would Insure better 

r±Z ^tll°llt services, than the three-department organize, 
tlon under a single Secretary of Rational Defense. 

+h«+ If^TO®oo?n®f*’® ^® ® widespread fear. In which I share, 

+ « ™ 2319 Is enacted, the other services will be reduced 

proportions and status by budgetary action once the 

thiB^tnfln,,^+®.??®®“ as a separate department. While 

this undoubte^y arises partially from self-preservation and 
the fear of officers In the services that their careers will 
arbitrarily be cut short. It also arises from a real fear for 
national security. Nothing has been presented, other than 

statements, to prove that the merger will result 
in a tetter and more economical organization of national 

while there are indications, based on war experience, 
hat it actually will be Inferior because of expected domina- 
tion of one service over the others. Nothing that has appeared 
+ n testimony at hearings held on HB 2319 have served 

to dispel this fear which has become aggravated by the public 
during the past year of various Army Air Force 

oiiicers* 

vlews"Lp?eLerabSve^« ^°®® ®ubscrlbe to the 


+V, ^^® ^®®t that the present uncertainty regarding 

the merger of the armed forces is adversely affecting the 
general morale of the services. It Is believed that the 
Congress must not rush this matter through until it receives 

operational personnel. Therefore, It le 
s rongly reco^ended that experienced naval aviators, general 
line, and staff corps officers of the rank of commander and 

operational unite of the Fleet 
outside the Washington area to testify before the pertinent 

v+ Congress, Cross examination is the age old 
method of obtaining the truth and In my opinion it Is the 

D 6 S o s 
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__ "The remarkG of many Air Corps officers to the effect that 
It was only a question of time before they would take ovp-r 

plans the Army has for the Marine Corps 
which have been so ably brought out by General Vandegrlft* 

recently camf oS^n 
to combine all medlLl 
services under them and the Lutes' report on loglatlcr all 
tend to make the Navy very suspicious of their Army ooipatrlots. 




Secreta^v^of placed in the hands of the 

regardnonLof i? °w^®°®® ®319, particularly as 

— 7 and _£wer of decision in the War 

power in tL leTiidy tTplace this much 

The dlffloSltJ o5 individual other than the president. 

in settln2°n«^ti,^*’Q? Forces, I see no particular objection 
asenrT strategic Air Forces as an Independent 

lndepeAain+^^®^ ^^® operated as an 

shouirkeeJ ifr®’' the last war. I feel that the Army 

® support aviation under Army control 

knoi L aviation. HoVeVer, the Army, as ?ar as ? ' 

hAwI*'««+®® “®* appear to be Interested In this matter as I 
hava not seen or heard any discussion 'of It," 


■* .M,*. w ” J Naval officers feel that the representatives of 
j Navy Dopartmentwho finally acceded to the Bill (H B 2^19) 
so^lJecauBe they felt that some sort of a unlficatioA bli?^ 

" compromise obtainable. I believe tLt th^Navy rlpre- 

nSt uoIs?bf° °° 2319) contains the 

but that security of the United States, 

Ing Armv Alr^a^R++?+^^^® 2u® done, consider- 

and the effect of the prolific nubllcltv' 

barr«J'.‘°;s‘r*h *- »..? ro.i;ier?SJ ' 

morale^of^+h these Inter-servlco fights have on the 

to^^ ^^® probably of the Army 

rl«ht and ^®tter to accept a decision which Is not quite 

struRKle with morale, than it would bo to continue to 

persoS^ ensuing demoralization of our combat 

Also, Naval officers do not understand whv If unlfira 

iecLiLr autonomy of the IlfForces 

necessary. The two ideas are conflicting. 

H B ® alternative than 

win" 71^+^' ^ would like to reiterate that legislation alone 

tliL Navy's former high regard for the inten- 

of ALrilr!""^ ®®“ T>e done only by the future actions 


n»-p=.r.I^^ powers of the proposed Secretary of National 

tlol fL thrMAW®"^ o and the necessary protec- 

nAA^f Corps written In, l would not oppoL its 

passage. Your proposed alternative, H.B. 3J|.69 seems to havA 

” fi”* *.Jr .bii; but ? »“ M=. ' 

^ “bt luolua. a alatutory a.llr.a- 

tion of the functions of the Marine Corps.” 
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The effects of H p a-nA 4 ^ 

■if enacted Into law wlll’l)A^mft=+ ^ its conpanion measure 3 . 758 , 
apprehensive that some of thn Profound; and I am personally 
I Delleve with you ?hat ft Js 

come before tho Congress ^ important measuro to 

and it should receivn «... ^v. ^°®P®°t to our National Security 

language o?anrfai pas^d that the 

fidenco and inferestrol fhrjavf? ® 

■between operations^of^the^Armv^^N closest coordination 
provided for- but i nm > Wavy and Air Worces should be 

is a magic vordW^t'^^ijr.^^^^.^^JJ 

National Security Matters^ I do President for 

Cabinet status and I am uemonnii ©lleve that he requires 
cabinet status by the opposed to any loss of 

Of the Army. ^ Secretary of the Navy and tho Secretary 

the A^^ylfi Pofcenr! Propriety of setting up 

vlth the Army and Wavy beyond^tL^Jf co-equal 

ahould begin at home aAd the creation *^‘^^^’^^lo®tlon 

Department seems to me a f!f f? £ ® separate Air 

the. Army Air Forces into tho ArmJ? failure to integrate 

merger of*thf*Armed^Servi?Jf°°wlth*cr^ ff® °^£sinal move for 
vas generated almost entirely fro™ Department, 

It is true that mefgeris boLf eof^fr ?®P«f^=“®nt sources, 
to which term it ls®more v unification, 

the necessity of the object; but I question 

coordination, i believe that°thf*™ a° obtain unification and 

essential to unlflcfffln aJf i ^L^th^rth^r^^^®'' 
moral© and ©aprlt de enr^r^a ^-p\1 Z discount the 

tje prl.ole.l"”! til 

those organizations. ^ sreaients in the success of 

lead to an Armyfdomlnatod^wf vv^fnfl v" proposed will 

that thought when I think of fh Marino Corps. I shudder at 
Germany and Japan and even of u dominated navies of 

that I discount the morale and spirit ln\h^^w°®‘ ^ 

Corps when I express tho foar of^l Marine 

is that tho eloLnte for fu?h dLtna?^ f ^®Pdy 

to a set-up tJat evof jfeuffes eutjocted 

Army control and development of ffvirsSvlcer®^^ ^ 

and thfJ^sLSd beTrfvided^foJ^bv P^oposod legislation 

Secretary of the Ar^r the sf^r retained. The 

Secretary of tho Air^Foroe if Wavy, and the 

created, should all bo Cabinet Departm 9 nt is 

nator for National SecurSf a! l l ^ Civilian ‘coordl- 

Presldent should be createL « w ® Assistant, to the 

as indicated, with tho Civilian should bo provided 

vhere top decision is reqlJrerit shof?f a® Chairman and 
President in his Conatituti «n«i ®^°uld come from tho 
after obtaining rflcomm«nsa+?^ ^ Commander- in- Chief 

through the ¥ r Council- tho°Jolnt°rui ^f Chiefs of Staff 

Munitions Board and the ? Chiefs of staff, the 

te retained with suitable stlffa^nd^ Development Board should 
national security there should be nrovi further, for 
Council, a National Security Baamin ^ National Security 

Intelligence Agency it Toill£y a Central 

differences indicated above. ^ luilcatod, allowing for the 

«e..ur?B, from your 

- .o,.» .BO 
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SrAiSrorsallIatfor*SmllaJ\o^o Forooa, tut undrr 

Navy aet-up. Naval avif+?iir t.^ Marino Corps In tho 

the Navy, and tho Marine Corna^o'^^'^ Integrated vlth 

The War Nopartment ahould°he^ohanf«fl^+^^fv“ =iaintalnod. 

Army and Its SocretarrdeslLaJed®!! It !>®P^rtment of the 
Army . ^ o-esignated as tho Secretary cf the 


Secretary of ^Natlonal^D 2319, i note that tho 

"establish policies and%rogram^»®^Ind 

authority and control* Thofi« exercise direction, 

to mo that ,1th tif. hill *?;: ?™"; oitoaoiTo. It ,oom,’ 

a»4 ad.lal.iiiod'’? ?? “SJh'L'tJ”’' *° “ “ 
tased upon such legislation whi,,i, mT If* rulings 

ness of one Service Siirh might lesson tho effeotlve- 

. Secretary would have tho of fect^of ®law^in° Single 

Vicos are concerned, A nolieT Ser- 

tlon effected hy the Secre+n^^^ program, ruling or Intorprota- 
Service would he dilf feS ohjoctlons of onl 

done, particularly heforo muchharm could he 

corrective moasuros taken hv^+h«*r^^°“ could he overtaken hy 
action, . Functlonrcouir>,!^ ^ Congress or hy Erocutlve 
one Service ?o another leavJnrtf'T'"^ 
otker hand, I believe the dutifs^iaifl°fl“®’^ On tho 

as presented in your Tiropoaed * Coordinator* , 

push tho results desCed al to cJaJ; would accom- 

and economy and at the same%?m« offectlvoness 

arbitrary Ltlon Jy oL Sn S th^r^? of 

Security. ' one man, to tho detriment of the National 

a fine Job In tLiJ^oontJihStlon to^the^^wln®!®®® 

war. However, I do not hellovn +h°+**v of tho recent 

effective had they been o^BanlL^^?nh. 

With the advent of tho under a separate Department. 

CrUlded missilna pAn "hrt i n ^ continue to chan/?G 

and from aircraf^^ lL tTroltl^°^ 
and other implemJAts o? wSf^Jo wlJl 

reduce tho rolatlvo Imxiortanrfi A-p^+v^'' ^“‘‘^urc, tend to 

{Including the StratoAio v ^ \^® aircraft 

that tho War and Navy®Dopartmont°sti.n^+ ^ tollov., 
would promote deslrahlo oooSlSatlorairpf B.B.3^^69 

results would ho more offectivm further, that tho 

Relieve that It woS hf ooonoml.ai * ^ d® ^®t 

Air Force." economical to provide for a soparato 


mentB,®Jltrcoo^dlnItLi^Le^^°°''^^''’'^“°® ^^® Depart- 
of a third DepaSnr^l t?e Lr^anf 

component becoming lncreaslnf,w each with Its air 

department's other comuonanff v predominant as the parent 

(a) with lessons of the past war°°”*nii ^ accordance 
as to future methods o? wSar^' and (h) with predictions 
departments can more effectlvllv for^ ®i-ganlzatlon of two 
greater facility perform the fun^+?«« economically and with 
department organlLtlons. ^^“ii°^lons spelled out for three 

that you entertain similar ldeas°and^l^h^ indicates 

^aslc principles. ^ heartily endorse its 

I»6 ‘o^^ordfSo «„dv,.tad„ in at.,.pd- 

departments as compared with two flarin'^* vltlee of three separate 
visualize the economres to Je effec?arr°*®' ^ 
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waning organization. The Navy— 

or“Jr»a5ll“A«SJorbr®“°”h*’°‘ f °° 

ment of^Alr who argue that organization of a Depert- 

of tS . irx mitnr 

iresjsf *“• f«oioio« ?-.r.s • 


but lu°Sr’'oJ5“ou“l.f‘l:rsS? Jrj"Jhr°r^ JrJ?“ ’“•=‘?0”- 

somehow I am confident that it will vlar well fnd 
as time goes on, despite its si«. " ^ improve 

emd ulr lore. opfrSjSL? I *”»' “"”■ 

(luestion I am. Blncerelv o-p +hZ « ? Metalled study of the 
this step areJpJessed in s pattern of 

the Senate, representa «°an,',r.P^ ae amended and as reported to 

made to work -- m fact the could he 

dovlDod to Lte I free^i Praotlcahle which has been 

amended." freely and fully support .that hill as 


three"Juita;y';epfrtmenJPand tJ estahllshlng the 

are far more controversial National Defense 

ideas of eitherrlluarat^n^ ! ^ opposed the 

ment/ as being hotH Lnecessary fo^ and^iet^lment°f T"" 
all military efflclenov D«T.it,Pr>, ^ detrimental to our over- 
in this bolLf by mllltarv the war, I was strengthened 

had adopted the Lffo^ce idea countries which 

An examination of these develo4mAn+ Great Britain and Gernahj 
dangers Inherent iP+h! developments reveals certain serious 

othfr arms, SflnSlcaLrthafJrP^P^® 

it must be'accompanJefby eJear^v de??PP^^f undertaken 
fatal weakening of the armv anP+>,^ ^ safeguards to prevent 

©ffectlvenoss, H. E. 2319 as overall mllltar 

include these safeRuardr^'x “o* 

along this line have been IntreditPP^^ certain amendments 

of tL Senate; bur slncS rrvfrf ^ /rmed Forces Committe, 
comment on them. ' ® ®®®“ ^ a® enable to 

the unity of effort vhlch ve must organization can produce 

and sincere convictions on hoth n-ffl of the strong 

that th, thr,.-aep.Jt°Slnt pJ^^proJlLflJ"!* ?“%%*??".' “ “"""t 
one which can attract thl«'^vi + n?^»P^ ^^19 is the only 

departments, each with it' sown ^ ^®lievo that two 

from a military standpoint; but L HlelTo^ 

is preferable to a better plan w^ch ' loyally aupporte 

frlotlou a„4 o.ufllot 

auaudau tc 4„du, 
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active Reserve on 
letter but as a urof Aflai capacl-ty that I volunteer this 
dent Washlngton^sSorltv ^ newspaperman of suffl- 

one of the elders of ^Jeoome (for Illustration) 

head of a suhatan+ioi Gridiron, and who was before the war 
eaa oi a suhstantial news bureau in this city. 

Of th?ArmerieiJicerUn?lif!?r® Committee versions 

House 2319 - irtherffSi ^ legislation - Senate 758 and 

. civilian. The^ arrlo? ™ viewpoint of an informed 

in Journalism, and outside^those two Congress or 

dangerously uninformed and edlto^lalir®f°^^®® public is 
formed, of the threat to +i«. dangerously mlain- 

the republican form of eynrr lonal defense and indeed to 

For thrpudS.riLoLncr^^^^^'' laHerent in these bills. 

P iio s ignorance I blame my colleagues of the press. 

ting a oo-ordlnator^of °the™mllit^* Sravest danger by substltu- 
fantastlcally empoJeJed sln^? departments for the 

revi:i^n^:oSfJe"?:s:d 

.an aS: 

of the nation. The powers to be oonf “l^l'*=ary establishments 
those suggested b^thr^fo conferred upon him exceed 

their miff?arraddsJrs 

the next f lve^years^°°It^can\ot^b® 

etatures of anr?”;iy oand?d«t! f® personal 

In 194 q* Tt -r n +rt V ^4.v -u for "the office 'this year or 

the national secJrltJ strudu^e for administration of 

the future. structure for as far as we can see into 

election for an administration assistance in winning the 

charged with the reanon«ii-h-*n*‘ will come to Washington 
natlln.a .lc.lu/iTX lllll “‘atalnlns^tn. 

lojral „4 a.MtlfSa LJvJit H “J»aat, aaaloaa, 

by Btatlstloal evidence +v,f+V^ ^:, a chances also are, 

as soon as it interleres Till relinquish the office 

odds are that he will bf e^ f ^*1® Personal affairs. And the 

v^fasEf pri- 

prop5sed law is adjusted to tL "derd°?he\°SL!'^" 

crltlciL°appli9g^io^5i_®p°®P^^°P®°^°'^®l7^ that the same 
that the President's ultlml^^«®?^ as commander in chief, or 
President is anLcte^se^r remains Intact, ^he 

appointed Secretary is not WnflA^ P®°P^e, a politically 
President -s admlnldratio^'of system, the 

to two Cabinet :officers^ thus haivin^^+^®^i delegated 
feasance. The pronosed'law ^^^ddHood of mal- 

a self-perpetuating military staff In^fLt^' creating 

not BO be called in nam- „» although it may 

nominal charge. Will we 'not have^riJIterv^J® Innocent in 
conceded from the public and l»eyond“JL^7oJ"thTc::g^:^ssf 

the propo^ed\niflfatlJn --°whlch*^iontdn'^^^" ^ Relieve that 
and necessary lmDrovamnTi+-« contains many desirable 
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liaplanted la the “body politic can cancerously ovorcome it. 

The lav Is 'baing propelled to enactment hy an hysteria pro- 
duced "by distorted images of approaching var. I can helieve 
that the hill, if made lav, might even hasten conflict and 
by the topheavlneas of its creation, make that war costly 
and difficult to win. 

Reverting to the letter of the Constitution, what con- 
sideration has been given to the articles forbidding appro- 
priations to the Army for more than two year? Will the 
entire defense budget under unification have to be placed under 
that time limit? The Constitution also says there shall be 
an Army and a Nc.vy, Will not then the creation of a co-equal 
Air Force be technically unconstitutional? Is not your re- 
definition of the Army Air Force as analogous to the Marine 
Corps unconstitutionally compulsive? 

"These are practical questions, not rhetorical ones, and 
the answers can not be evaded. 

necessity of such integrating agencies as the 
National Security Council, the Joint Chiefs and Central 
Intelligence, are in any event above debate, and can easily 
be established forthwith by non-oontroversial legislation. 

Their establishment by law is all the nation now needs for 
its coordinated security, until a completely objective, 
unhurried, scientific study of truly integrable defense can 
be accomplished. 

Sincerely,. 

(signed) Walter Karig" 


I have not had the time to analyse the various pro- 
visions in the two bills, also I have been out of touch with 
naval developments in recent years. However, I like the 

policy in H.E. 3^69# The detailed provlalons 
of H.E. 3469 appear to conform to the declaration of policy 
and should provide for the coordination of the armed services 
without disrupting any of the organisations which have proved 
their effectiveness." 


I agree with you that close coordination of land, sea and 
air operations is absolutely necessary. In obtaining this 
coordination through the decisions of one man, I think the 
command of a theatre is the highest limit which can be expected 
of a human being even when advised by a well rounded Joint 

this reason I am uneasy concerning the interests 
of the Navy when one man in Washington has the power to reduce 
the activities and functions of the Navy by means of adjust- 
ments within the overall security budget. History has repeatedly 
shown that few men other than those with Naval training under- 
stand the Importance of control of the sea and Just what is 
involved in the way of means and operations required to secure 
and exercise this control. The reports of the Fuehrer con- 
ferences now being published by the Navy Department are 
excellent examples of what happens to a Navy when under the 
overall direction of someone who does not understand control 
of the sea by sea-air power." 


"Fleet Admiral King in his statement before the Armed 
Services Committee of the Senate on May 6 , 19^7 said "I feel 
that In the controversies and discussions that have so far 
taken place (in relation to an improved organization for 
national security) the emphasis has been wrongly placed; that 
so to speak, the cart has been put before the horse". 

To me this is the essence of the present situation. Before 
the country, the Congree or the services had time to evaluate 
properly the results of the last war or the prospects of 
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fSr pertain to a proper organization 

detailed plunged into a diacuseion of 

iri« aa/ largely miaaed the main point, 

tion of to change the departmental organlza- 

xion Of the military aervloea themaelvea aa it la to set nr 

countrrti^vSe efJl^^^ t?® machinery vhlch will enable thfa 
It -K efficiently the total war of the future if 

aJa^IcolnrT® °®- ^ national aecurlty 

wSh rn P’^®selng need of the moment ie an agency 

*'>= factor; larolr.d 

*v "^® reorganization of the military denartments 

themaelvea, it is my feeling that by a proceaa of^evolution 
and real inter-eervice education a truly alngle aorvlce mlaht 

baco.. . irobjMU^ vltain . soaer.tloj, 

oJ ^®^® arrival in command rank; 

and^wio*®^^ and naval men who are now starting their careers 
with an^ Pjoparly trained, can assess each others problems 

If t\rprL":jrt"?“?« 

tha ^ am unalterably opposed to 

I It ^^*'®® departments coniallld in 

organizationally unsound from a military 
Ilttl?! f freeze the services into the 
future indian+ 11- • At a time when every prospect of the 

stfSItuf ® simplified and economical 
establishes an organization which multiplies 
°“® which will strain the financial resources 
of this country to maintain.. Money badly needed for real 

^ .epalimental 

dAm«r.f A? ^^® respect is of course the 

dlmllfl t Forces for autonomy. Without this 

thi tJ; proceed with an orderly coordination of 

.""o”' ‘“l* •”* ultl.at. 1 , to . 

“^^^■‘^ary or otherwise, that cannot 

In so far departments, as against three. 

to speak I feel f 0 + ®"+®+?®^' ^ consider myself qualified 

o spcaic, I feel that at the moment, ae of today the Air 

^^® essenti;i offensive 

our military strength. Nothing 

mSsf loltif A®+^°>,''®^^®“ ^^®“ alndednosB" 

must continue to bo a requisite in all military and nava-^ 

thinking. However, if the Army Air Porcos ;ttaln 
lanff h ®^® status, it is my belief that they vilf 

roTnrfi+i + i®®®^®iii^^®^®^ outmoded pattern due to lack of 

Hnltf ^stl will soon become the only Air Forces of the 
united States for I am certain that fhe Naval Air Forces cannot 
long maintain their present status and efficiency vis a vis 
a separate Air Department. Without air, the ground Irmv and 
wlll^tend°to^b^^^ still able to exert tremendous influence, 

tfialltlf +f ?°“® °°“'Pl®^®l7 reactionary in their efforts 
to maintain their own eize and prestige. 

of Air^®r.A« ^®®“ reason for a separate department 

If ttrh A ^®^® or 30 years ago when proponents 

Ifni If m IL’'®''® strong in their eonvictlLs and used 

thev ° to back up their contentions. Had 

Forean In +>,^^ then, there would have been no Naval Air 
Inilci however is history, certain details 

vlll become more generally appreciated as better 

If f hecome available. What concerns us 

Alrl ^® What Of the future of military 

Air? No one knows exactly, but in this connection 1 invite 

^2nd ^unaaker'a letter transmlttin; the 

32nd Annual report of the NACA to the President, dated Jaluary 10, 
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1947 vhereln he says - >The close ‘of tho war marhod the end 
of on© vhol© phase of dovolopmont of the airplane as conceived 
by the Wright brothers. Tho airplane in its. present fora is 
no longer a sound basis for future planning for the nationaj> 
defense^. This does not mean that the strategic bomber is 
obsoleb© as of today but it does mean it is obsolescent as a 
type. It also moans that air warfare of the future will bear 
little or no resemblance to the air warfare of World War II. 

"My personal recommendation for an immediate solution to 
the problems involved in improving our organisation for national 
security would be a coordinated two department establishment 
with adequate and positive safe guards for the air forcos of 
each department. Such an organization could be rolatlvply 
simple and economical. What is more important, it could be 
made to lead to the eventual and ideal establishment of a 
single service. It would also have the major advantage of 
maintaining within the ground army and tho surface navy tho 
air mindedness which is so essential to each at this time. 

"H. B. 3469 more nearly approaches my ideas than any bill 
I have seen. It contains certain provisions which I would lllco 
to see changed but I would tako It * as is* if it could be 
substituted for H.B. 2319 because I considor the latter bo 
completely undosirable in its major features." 



"However, the crux of the problem is whether or not to 
have one overall head, such as the Secretary of National De- 
fense of H.. B. 2319. This X consider would be inadvisable 
and unnecessary. I consider that not only is the proposed 
position too much of a task for one man, but also, and what 
is more important, it gives too much power to on© man. t much 
prefer a continuation of the system of the Joint Chief of Staffs, 
which was employed. during the war, with its checks and balances 
imposed by the fact that all decisions had to be unanimous. 

"As for the opinion of the men in the service, I can speak 
only In general of my contemporaries with whom I have had contact 
mostly officers of my rank. The opinion is against any unifica- 
tion, as w© know it, i.e., with one supreme head over all the 
services. I believe that most everybody feels that progress 
can be made towards closer relationships between tho services 
and that some functions can be consolidated,' but that these 
questions should be a matter of evolution and not revolution." 


: "I agree fully with you 'that some steps should be taken 
in order to bring about a closer coordination. of army, navy 
and air force operations* However, after consideration of 
your alternative plan as represented by H. R. 3469 , it is my 
opinion that it will not accomplish the desired coordination 
as well as the plan contained in H.B. 2319, or its companion 
Senate Bill S. 758, with amendments as recently reported. This 
latter plan as amended will I believe provide a sound workable 
plan under which the several services can operate. " 


"I firmly believe that a three departmental system for the 
Armed Services is the worst measure we can take to improve our 
National Security, Further, it is my considered belief that 
retention of th^ two Department system administered by the 
agencies proposed by Mr. Eberstadt, and eliminating separation 
of the Army Air Force, can be made a workable, efficient instru- 
ment of National Policy, A single Department is far more to ba 
desired than three." 
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”0f tiio..throo asana for promoting national security exem- 
plified "by H. R. 3^69, 1. R. 2319, and which was con- 

sldored by the last Congress, I prefer the type or organization 
proposed in E. R, 3^69* I prefer it because it provides a 
National Defense Council which is the most Important deficiency 
in the present security structure, because it continues the 
basic structure of the Armed Services which has proven, success- 
ful in war, and because it provides additional msans for rein- 
forcing that structure by coordinating action." 


"To sum up briefly, it is my opinion that if it is 
necessary at this time to change the present military setup ^ 
it should be done with extreme caution. The Secretary of the 
Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations have assured us that 
the bill, as proposed by the War and Navy Departments ade- 
quately protects the Navy* a integrity, including the Marine 
Corps and Air Force, I accept their apprdisal of the bill 
with the provisos as set forth in the preceding paragraph," 


“If a consolidation of the services is effected under the 
provisions of H. R. 2319, I am convinced that such action will 
- lead, to the eventual destruction of Naval aviation as it exists 
today. In doing so the Congress would be destroying one of the 
most potent weapons of the recent war. The integration of Naval 
aviation .in the Navy had been accomplished over a period of 
years prior to the war, and I bellare its record during the war 
.speaks as complete Justification for its continued existence. 

The fast carrier task force, as an example, was a development 
of < integrated Naval aviation and its value as a powerful weapon 
cannot be questioned." 


"It is my opinion that the present plan, as supported by 
the Navy Department, has been thoroughly and intelligently 
considered from all angles by the various committees of the 
Navy Department." 


"I am strongly opposed to the provisions of H. R. 2319 
establishing a separate Air Force. The experiences of Great 
Britain and Germany along such lines have so fully demonstrated 
the futility of the Air fighting an independent and iincoor- 
dinated war that I dread the possibility of such a policy being 
adopted by this country. If the amendments to H. R. 2319 pro- 
tect us from such a danger, and protect the future operation 
and development of naval aviation, (ship and shore based) some 
of the disadvantages of HR. 2319 will have been overcome." 


"Militarily there is no need for either an over-all Secretary 
of the Armed Forces or for a aeprate air force. Economy alone 
speaks forcibly against the establishment of additional bureaus, 
departments or agencies within the armed forces organization, 
especially when they add nothing to the national security, but, 
on the other hand tend to weaken the military establlshmont* 

Our experience has clearly demonstrated the necessity of 
integrating the air power of both the Army and the Navy within 
those services. Economy and coordination between and within 
the services can be accomplished by joint committees without 
the additional overhead of an administrative organization with 
a eecretary'to exercise control over and direct the military 
services. ; 
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q «nalterally opposed to H. H. 2319 and the reTlsed 

ara^eovfl^ recently reported out of Conalttee, and my ideas 

«o«, 

ro«r ,«.stioo of opinion of non In tho 
RolI« to tL+?f„ Merger, Unification, etc., I am 

iiQpi/ nuniDor only “two ver© In favor of* it TVvia 4 

previous ©atlmate of 995 ^,’* maintalaa my 


nppoa;o^rsf."l^°^ pi.. 

for tho nmp ^Sl“ “Inf 




featur^eri ?«fe^S?58 Interesting and norel 

that’ the latter T 5 lll^vould^stanA^a°w+ ^ of the opinion 
ing the loyal-LJJJit ;? ?hf“melsei^^ 

' the °Pf-fon of 

they^ia^sJon stermight P^lncipl!^y®hlcau« 

Of the NarHy ^hflrmy?® result in domination 



»;iLT I rV I F 

d.cllol f.Pro„„IJt\1:riL*“;ri.M|“|n„“ff„f' ”• • 


provldod flr"fn°l““\|fr «Ult.rp dop.rt.ont, .. 

=i;ii;s ITU ».d TTiTiT' 

of onr n.tlona* dofllso'*f|lto^° °”riid°lt °?1 

ho. . third dop.rtmont .Ith'ltl nooo«Llly*iIr^l“J* to ooo 

.onSlrTL'p.ill,lnni‘i=““' * 

this foroo, .1th Itl Chfr? If II it ro.non.hlo to oipoct thnt 

position with th© Chief of Staff^ff 
and the Chief of Navaro^LaJlIf* 

th© Joint Chief 8 of Staff v±ll nnt ^ sitting as a memher of 
Soorot.rp of III lU ltlU . 1 ! AlS?iinl*^‘’“«'’ “■?, 

Air reLurc^s o? ??! United q?!r®“°® operation of all the 

Will ho thfi Budget, The inevitahl© result 

nlior rolo .nil,?? i°° °f J*''"'- .’''•*"<>» ». . .ooondnrj or 
In rtil? IhrSIl?* J?fr?/?r »<■ ''.fid ».r II 

PO.,rf.l .,.pL“7ior“l" ililfniol lil Sn?l.iil -'Irm 
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of the sea hut provided air as well as gunfire support for 
troops that were fighting heyond the range of Army tactical 
air support. It will he difficult to Impose restrictions 
on a United States Air Porce to protect Naval Aviation that 
may not later he removed as theory replaces war experience 
as the haala for military organization, 

"The majority of officers with whom I have dlacuased 
the subject of reorganization believe that the best Interests 
of the United States would he served by a two-department 
system with Air soundly integrated and playing a dominant 
role in each department. It is difficult to reconcile an 
in^endent United States Air Porce which excludes Naval 
Aviation," 


"In your letter you asked also what I considered tho 
opinion was of the men in the Navy regarding H. R. 2319. 

During the last several months I have talked with a great 
many officers of the Navy^ both regular and reserve. I have 
been surprised to find so many of these men well Informed 
on the subject of 'merger* or 'unification', and many of 
them are quite well acquainted with the details of the pro- 
posed legislation in H, B, 23 :;. 9 . All of the officers I have 
talked with are opposed to this legislation with the exception 
of two, I believe It can be said at least 90 ^ of the naval 
officers are sincerely opposed to this proposed legislation. 
Included, of course, are the regular and reserve officers of 
the Marine Corps, 

"H. B* 3469 which you inquired about in your letter, I 
believe is an Improvement over H, B. 2319 if in fact there 
must be an overall law reforming and recasting our military 
organization. Personally, however, I much prefer to use 
great caution and consideration of all of the factors Involved 
before remoulding and reorganizing the whole military and 
national security structure. It seems to me that it is much 
bettor to consider improvements on a step-by-step basis. In 
any organization so large as our military establishment, the 
necessity for improvement always is apparent. These should 
be made forthwith as they arise. At the present time, I do 
not see any reason or urgency for wide-sweeping reform 
legislation. To avoid disaster, caution must be controlling." 
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"With regard to HH-2319, I believe that this bill does 
not properly solve the questions involved but rather accen- 
tuates them* It does not seem reasonable to me that 
rei^Luired integration Is to be obtained by separation of* 

Army Air Forces from Army Ground Forces* On the contrary 
it appears rather evident that experience during the past 
war indicates strongly the need for closer integration, 
rather than separation of those elements* As to the ques- 
tion of political expediency, I can only say that if this 
be a prime factor then the safe-guarding of the National 
Interest is indeed in Jeopardy. 

“I view with consldera'ble apprehension the creation of 
the proposed office of the Secretary of National Defense, 

It seems to me that, imless proper and adequate safeguards 
are written in the lav, this office would tend toward such 
powers as would he Improper for any single individual short 
of the President, and therefore is not a proper appointive 
oftlce.. Since this point has heen raised many times no 
further elaboration is required here. A further point which 
I believe important is that the office would tend to 
channelize all new developments and to eliminate all traces 
of duplication, whereas a reasonable amount of competition 
and duplication is not only healthy but sound practice for 
prevention of stagnation." 



"I am strongly opposed to the enactment into law of the 
^ National Security Act of 19^T for two basic reasons^ First. 

I believe that this bill will set up an administrative struc- 
ture out of which will evolve a military policy which will 
not meet the peculiar military situation of the United States. 
Next, I oppose the National Security Act of 194? on the 
grounds that' it is conducive to the establishment of a degree 
j of military control over the Government of the United States 
vvhich- is not compatible with our democratic, constitutional 
form of Government. 

*‘In my opinion the establishment of administrative parity 
of the Army Air Forces and the Army Ground Forces with the 
Navy of the United States will lead to a situation where the 
exponents of land, surface and air power will outweigh the 
exponents of naval, surface and air power in a ration of 2 - 1. 
A logical outgrowth of this condition will lead to a situation 
where the seapower of the United States, Including the air 
over those seas, la subordinate to its land power. Including 
the air over that land« The realities of global geography 
make it clear that the control of the seas and of the air 
over the seas, which can only be exercised by naval forces, 
is now and will continue to b© the primary factor in the 
defensive or offensive war which we will be required to con- 
duct against our most likely enemy* If w© control those seas 
and the air over them we will be able to interpose Insuperable 
barriers against an attack through 80 per cent of the circle 
which we must defend.. Admittedly, 20 per cent of that circle, 
that is the Polar route, may be defended by the Army Air Forces 
If we control those seas and the air over them we will impose 
a decisive offensive threat against our most likely enemy 
through 80 per cent of the circle which she must defend." 
Admittedly, here again the Army Air Forces can impose a threat 
though at much longer range, through 20 per cent of the circle! 

"High powered propaganda has advanced the absurd theory 
that we no longer require a Navy because our most likely enemy 
has none* The enactment of this bill will create the adminle- 
trativo Structure which may dictate a military policy under 
which the United States will cease to have that naval power. 
This propaganda has grown to such proportions that this nation 
is now considering the abandonment of sea power and air power 
over the seas as our first line of defense. It would have made 
as much sense for England to cease to be a sea power despite 
her dependence -upon the seas, or for. Switzerland to undertake 
to become a ’Sea power despite her lack ofaccess to the -ssaa. 

Approved For Release 2003/1 0/22 5li;iA-RDP90-0061 0R0001 00020007-8 



A^i^t 


proved For Release 2003/10/22 


CIA-RDP90-0061 0R0001 00^20007-8 


of 1947^Jn thrgroJnds^of^nf JncSnpatlMlS Security Act 

cratic form of government t with our demo- 

vhloli tbat act “■» to 

With the extent to which thia^hil? ? ^ concerned 

Hero al.a„ ca.t adllwSs 

or the Greraan General Staff,** power and influence 


centratlon of command^of ^tal^land^and ‘tte con- 

man. 1 share this disti-ua+^^< naval power In a single 

teen In thHaval seivlcri^no« ^ 

Snch power Is loo Italy I sixteen years old. 

competent and well IntLtloneL no matter how 

must fStr?ra?oirstL^atlor^®r^°??^ soldier and sailor 
thinking in Aia+e>kT4 f agnation and solidification of his 

divergence of thought ^hetw«°I®®’ °°®Petltlon and 

-can help avoid thin ■ v ^ sorvlcea during those poriodo 

41r Porcas aonoernin. llauld Jn"'.*’'' 

dlfferenH JSich has «cLJf Another 

a healthy ono la the which I think is 

HOTC and the kAy HOTC Tf%h«^f®+®“°®*?®^’'®®“ 

Navy had teen so firm ia to relulJ^f^ch servf 
'fiam© officer +•>»«■?« 4 V, -require each service to use the 

confident of its continn^^ latter program and am 

prove wrong I helleve the fact^thni even if It should 

for both Army and Navy In the long-run picture." 
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EearA^jiftH/e¥iFWetelei»seM0fl^W2afaCIA-15tpe80:fltfet0F^8!^C^ 
Capt* Goo. W. Anderson, Jr. Cmdr. C. B. Lanman 


Boar Adn. John J. Ballentino 
Boar Adn. Donald B* Boary 
Cmdr. J. T. Blackburn 
Adm. W. H. P. Blandy 
Vice Adm. G. F. Bogan 
Bear Adm. John F. Bolgcr 
Capt. F, A. Brandley 
Bear Adm, Chas. B. Brown 
Boar Adm. John H. Brown, Jr. 
Capt, A. A. Burke 

Vico Ada. Eobort B. Carney 
MaJ. Gen. Clifton B. Catos 
Boar Adm. Joseph J. Clark 
Capt. J. C. Clifton 
Bear Adm. Chas. M. Cooke 
Capt. J. G. Crommolln 
Capt. E. A. Cruise 

Boar Adn. Arthur C. Davis 
Bear Adm. Glenn B. Davis 
Adn. Louis E. Denfold 
Capt.. E. E. Dixon 
Boar Adm. A. K. Doylo 
, Capt. P. R... Durgln 

Adn*,'* Ei chard S, Edwards 
Maj. Gen. Graves B. Ersklne 
Cmdr.. E. K..,, Eynon : 

< - • ;• 

Captv H. D. Felt 
Boar Adm. Jamos Fife 
Capt., W. S» Fisher 

Bear Adm* D. V, Gallery 
Vico Adm. Thomas Gatch 
Capt. Bobert Goldthwaite 

Capt. G. B. Hall 

Majr Gen. Field Harris 

Bear Adm. Bobert W. Haylor 

Capt. J. H. Hean 

Adm. Henry K. Hewitt 

Capt, W, B, Hollingsworth 

Vice Adm, J, H. Hoover 

Adm. F, J, Horne 

Boar Adm, Goo. F, Hussey, Jr. 

Bear Adm. Thomas B, Inglls 

Col, C, G. Jerome 
Bear Adm. Chas. T. Joy 

Adm, Edwin C. Kalbfus 
Capt. Joseph L. Kane 
Capt, Valter Karig 
Adm. Thomas C, Klnkald 
Adm. H. , E. Kimmel 


Capt. H. K. Latta 
Adm. William D, Leahy 
Bear Adm. E. W. Litch 
Bear Adm. Chas. A. Lockwood 
Vico Adm. Francis S. Low 
Bear Adm. Frank J. Lowry 

Vice Adm. L. D. McCormack 
Brig. Gen. V. L. McKlttrick 
Cmdr. A. S, Major, Jr. 

Bear Adm. J. J. Manning 
Brig. Gen. Vernon E. Megee 
Vice Adm. Earle W. Mills 
Capt, Lucian A. Moobus 
Capt. W.- A. Moffett 
Lt. Col, E. A. Montgomery 
Capt, J, A. Moreno 
Vico Adm. Ben Moroell 
Vico Adm* G. D. Murray 

Boar. Adn. Ealpli^A. Ofstie 
Vico. Ada. J, B. Oldendorf 

Bear Adm. Chas, A. Pownall 
Bear Adm. Alfred M. Pride 

Vice Adm ^Arthur W. Badford 

Adm, D. C, Bamaey 

Capt. J.v C. Bernard 

Boar Adm, John W. Beeves, Jr. 

Capt. V.. E, Biggs, Jr. 

Bear Adm. Thos, Bobbins 
Capt. B.. W. Buble 

Bear Adm. Allan E. Smith 
Bear Adm. T. L. Sprague 
Adm. Baymond Spruance 
Adm. Harold, R. Stark 
Capt. Edward C, Stephan 
Bear Adm. Earl S. Stone 
Capt. B. J. Stroh 
Boar Adm. Clifford A. Swanson 

Capt, R, H. Taylor 
Capt. Steadman Teller - 
Brig. Gen. G. C. Thomas 
Bear Adm. W. G.‘ Tomlinson 
Adm. John H. Towers 
Gon, Allen H. Turnadga 

Capt. J, p. vr. Vest 
Capt, J. 0, Vossellar 

Bear Adm. Frank D. Wagner' 
Capt. E. B. Waller 
Adm, B. F, Whitehead 
MaJ. Gen. Louis E. Woods 

Adm. Henry E. yarneil 
Adm, Ellis M. Eacharls 
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